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This  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement  considers  the  suitability  of  the  Bitter  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  containing  59,660  acres  of  public  lands  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilder- 
ness Preservation  System. 

Bitter  Creek  is  located  in  the  Lewistown  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  as  is  managed 
by  the  Valley  Resource  Area. 

This  study  recommends  that  Bitter  Creek  not  be  designated  as  wilderness  and  that  other  multiple  use 
management  continue  as  prescribed  in  the  Valley  Management  Framework  Plan  and  the  Prairie 
Potholes  Grazing  EIS. 

For  further  information,  contact  Wayne  Zinne,  District  Manager,  Lewistown  District  Office,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Airport  Road,  Lewistown,  Montana  59457;  or  phone  (406)  538-7461. 


SUMMARY 


PURPOSE  OF  THE  EIS 

The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  to  determine  the  suitability  of  the 
Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  This  EIS  is  in 
response  to  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act,  which  directed  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  inventory,  study  and  report  to  the  Con- 
gress, through  the  Secretary  of  Interior  and  President,  the 
suitability  of  certain  lands  for  wilderness  preservation. 


PURPOSE  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  continue  current 
land  uses  and  existing  levels  of  resource  management  by 
not  designating  any  part  of  the  59,660  acre  WSA  as  wilder- 
ness. The  WSA  would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tion and  development.  Grazing  management  would  con- 
tinue as  a  key  use  and  proposed  range  improvements  would 
be  developed.  The  WSA  would  remain  open  to  off  road 
vehicle  use  and  existing  levels  of  use,  primarily  for  hunt- 
ing, are  expected  to  continue. 

SETTING 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  consists  of  59,660  acres  and  is 
located  in  an  eroded  prairie  basin  in  northeast  Montana, 
approximately  25  miles  northwest  of  Glasgow  and  18  miles 
south  of  the  Canadian  border. 


ISSUES 

The  WSA  was  considered  in  light  of  issues  identified  dur- 
ing both  the  wilderness  inventory  process  and  the  study 
process.  Concerns  were  expressed  through  letters,  formal 
and  informal  public  meetings  and  other  public  contacts. 

The  environmental  issues  considered  in  the  document 
are:  recreation  management,  range  management,  wildlife 
management  and  minerals  development. 

Air  quality,  topography,  climate,  soils,  social  conditions 
and  cultural  resources  are  discussed  in  Chapter  3,  The 
Affected  Environment.  However,  none  of  these  resource 
concerns  would  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  proposed 
action,  or  any  of  the  alternatives,  and  are  not  discussed  in 
Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences. 


The  potential  benefits  and  the  potential  resource  conflicts 
resulting  from  wilderness  designation  are  identified  in  this 
document. 


ALTERNATIVES 

Based  on  the  scoping  and  planning  process,  four  alterna- 
tives ranging  from  no  wilderness  to  all  wilderness  for  Bit- 
ter Creek  were  considered.  Table  2. 1  is  an  acreage  summary 
for  each  alternative. 


STUDY  RECOMMENDATION 

The  BLM's  proposed  action  is  the  No  Wilderness  Alterna- 
tive. The  alternative  proposes  that  none  of  the  59,660  acre 
Bitter  Creek  WSA  be  designated  as  wilderness  and  that  the 
area  be  managed  for  multiple  use  as  defined  in  the  1978 
Valley  Management  Framework  Plan  and  the  1980  Prairie 
Potholes  Grazing  EIS. 


MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE 
STUDY  RECOMMENDATION 

With  the  proposed  action  there  would  be  little  or  no  envi- 
ronmental impact  on  the  grazing  resource  or  grazing  man- 
agement, natural  gas  development,  recreational  opportun- 
ities or  wildlife  populations  and  habitat  in  the  WSA.  The 
opportunity  to  enhance  primitive  non-motorized  recreation 
and  to  add  this  prairie  ecotype  to  the  wilderness  system 
would  be  foregone. 

There  is  potential  for  range  development  which  would 
reduce  the  existing  naturalness  of  Bitter  Creek.  There 
would  be  a  short  term  impact  on  2,310  acres  that  would  be 
chiseled  (see  Glossary)  to  remove  clubmoss.  An  additional 
3  reservoirs  and  3/4  mile  of  fence  would  be  constructed  in 
the  WSA.  Up  to  20  waterfowl  nesting  islands  could  be 
constructed.  Natural  gas  exploration  and  development 
(pad  clearing  and  leveling  and  access  road  construction) 
could  create  significant  site  specific  impacts  on  natural- 
ness. 

The  opportunities  for  solitude  will  remain  essentially  the 
same  as  now  available. 
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CHAPTER  1 
INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

The  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  is  in  response  to  Section  603  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  October  21, 
1976.  This  law  directed  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  to  inventory,  study  and  then  report  to  Congress 
through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  President,  the 
suitability  of  certain  public  lands  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  (NWPS).  This 
EIS  follows  the  council  on  environmental  quality  guidance 
in  complying  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

This  document  completes  the  study  requirements  for  one  of 
the  forty-two  wilderness  study  areas  (WSA)  in  Montana. 
The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  requires 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  report  his  recommendations 
to  the  President  by  October  21,  1991.  The  President  has 
until  October  21,  1993,  to  send  the  recommendations  to 
Congress,  as  only  Congress  can  designate  wilderness 
areas. 

The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  to  analyze  the  affects  of  the 
proposed  action  and  several  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action.  For  analysis  purposes  no  interim  management  pol- 
icy (see  glossary)  considerations  or  constraints  were  consid- 
ered in  the  proposed  action  (No  Wilderness  Alternative). 

The  study  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  BLM  plan- 
ning regulations  (43  CFR  1601)  which  provide  for  the  issu- 
ance of  national  policy  and  procedural  guidance.  The 
BLM's  wilderness  study  policy  serves  this  purpose.  The 
policy  establishes  procedures  to  insure  that  suitability 
recommendations  are:  (1)  based  on  full  consideration  of  all 
multiple  resource  values  of  public  lands;  (2)  consistent  with 
established  national  policy;  and  (3)  that  all  interested  and 
affected  members  of  the  public  and  state  and  local  govern- 
ments are  made  aware  of  the  study  and  given  adequate 
opportunity  to  comment  and  be  involved  in  the  study  pro- 
cess. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  located  in  Valley  County,  in  north- 
east Montana,  and  is  administered  by  the  Valley  Resource 
Area  BLM  Office  located  in  Glasgow,  Montana.  The  study 
area  is  about  25  miles  northwest  of  Glasgow,  and  18  miles 
south  of  the  Canadian  border  (see  figure  1.1).  The  WSA 
contains  59,660  acres  in  3  roadless  segments  identified  as 
Bitter  Creek  South,  Bitter  Creek  West  and  Bitter  Creek 
East. 

Bitter  Creek  South  contains  8,605  acres.  This  segment  is 
bounded  by  roads  on  the  east,  south  and  west  and  by  the 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  corridor  and  roads  on  the  north. 

Bitter  Creek  West  contains  11,105  acres  and  forms  the  west 
central  part  of  the  WSA.  It  is  bounded  on  the  north  and  east 


by  roads,  on  the  west  by  private  lands  and  on  the  south  by 
the  Northern  Border  Pipeline. 

Bitter  Creek  East  forms  the  central  and  northern  portion  of 
the  WSA  and  contains  39,950  acres.  It  is  bounded  on  the 
east,  north  and  west  by  roads  and  private  land  and  on  the 
south  by  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline. 

The  3  segments  forming  Bitter  Creek  consist  of  flat  to 
rolling  terrain  varying  less  than  500  feet  in  elevation  from 
south  to  north.  Some  extensive  erosion  resulting  from  gla- 
cial melt  formed  the  denuded  badland  terrain  through  the 
center  of  the  WSA.  The  vegetation  consists  of  prairie 
grasses,  creeping  juniper,  buffalo  berry  and  other  shrubs. 
There  are  isolated  stands  of  aspen  and  cottonwood  in  the 
drainages.  The  climate  is  semi-arid,  characterized  by  fluc- 
tuations in  precipitation  and  temperature,  moderately  low 
rainfall,  low  humidity,  hot  summers  and  cold  winters. 

For  the  purpose  of  description  and  evaluation  the  WSA  is 
described  as  3  roadless  areas  in  Chapter  3.  However,  one 
recommendation  will  be  made  for  the  entire  WSA. 


PLANNING  PROCESS 

The  lands  comprising  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study 
Area  are  addressed  in  the  Valley  Management  Framework 
Plan  (MFP).  The  MFP  makes  coordinated  land  use  alloca- 
tions for  all  resources  and  establishes  objectives  and  con- 
straints for  each  resource  and  the  activities  that  support  it. 

Conflicts  between  resources  were  reconciled  through  anal- 
ysis and  discussion,  including  public  comment.  The  MFP 
contains  specific  resource  recommendations,  decisions  and 
trade-offs  based  on  particular  resource  conditions  and  was 
updated  in  1977.  Comments  from  the  public  were  sought  for 
the  updated  MFP  by  public  meetings  held  in  1977  and  1978. 
The  major  MFP  decisions  that  affected  the  development  of 
wilderness  are  included  in  Appendix  1.1. 

The  MFP  was  completed  prior  to  completion  of  the  wilder- 
ness inventory  and  requires  amending  to  include  this  wil- 
derness study  area  and  subsequent  management  decisions 
determined  by  Congress.  This  EIS,  in  conjunction  with 
congressional  action,  will  serve  to  amend  the  MFP. 

The  MFP  amendment  process  is  detailed  in  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  Planning  Regulations  Manual,  Section 
1601.8(b)(3)  and  1601.6-3.  The  regulations  require  that  the 
amendment  process  use  all  the  steps  of  the  new  resource 
management  planning  process  (43  CFR  1601).  The  plan- 
ning steps  are: 

1.  Identification  of  issues. 

2.  Development  of  planning  criteria. 

3.  Inventory  data  and  information  collection. 

4.  Management  situation  analysis  (present  resources 
and  management). 

5.  Selection  of  alternatives. 

6.  Analysis  of  alternatives  impacts. 


FIGURE  1 .1      General  Setting  Map  —  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
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7.  Selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  (draft  EIS). 

8.  Selection  of  resource  management  plan  (final  EIS). 

9.  Monitoring  and  evaluation. 


WILDERNESS  INVENTORY 

In  November  1978  BLM  began  its  wilderness  review  by 
preparing  descriptions  of  areas  of  5,000  or  more  roadless 
acres  of  public  land  and  those  areas  of  less  than  5,000  acres 
but  contiguous  to  wilderness  areas  or  other  wilderness 
study  areas.  These  study  units  were  reviewed  by  the  public, 
closely  inventoried  by  BLM  and  reviewed  by  BLM's  Mon- 
tana State  Director  in  1979-80.  The  State  Director  then 
released  his  final  decision  on  the  WSAs  having  the  min- 
imum characteristics  of  size,  naturalness  and  outstanding 
opportunity  for  solitude  and/or  primitive  recreation.  The 
Montana  Wilderness  Inventory  Final  Decision  -  Bitter 
Creek  was  released  in  1980.  The  public  could  protest  this 
final  decision  and  a  number  of  protests  were  filed.  A 
number  of  appeals  were  filed  with  the  Interior  Board  of 
Land  Appeals  after  the  protests  were  denied  by  the  Mon- 
tana State  Director.  The  last  appeal  was  decided  in  May 
1983,  upholding  the  State  Director's  decision  to  study  Bit- 
ter Creek  for  its  wilderness  suitability. 


ISSUE  IDENTIFICATION 
(SCOPING) 

Throughout  the  inventory  stage  of  the  wilderness  review, 
the  public  had  opportunities  to  attend  meetings,  open 
houses  or  other  informal  meetings  in  addition  to  letting 
BLM  know  of  their  concerns  in  writing.  From  this  open 
forum,  a  number  of  issues  were  brought  forth. 

All  preliminary  issues  were  sent  to  the  public  as  a  first  step 
in  the  study  process  (see  Appendix  1.2). 

In  preparing  the  draft  EIS,  the  interdisciplinary  team  and 
resource  managers  considered  the  major  areas  of  environ- 
mental interest  and  concern  identified  through  scoping.  A 
more  detailed  discussion  of  the  scoping  process  is  given  in 
Chapter  5.  The  following  environmental  issues  were  identi- 
fied for  analysis  in  this  EIS: 

Recreation  Management 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  access  for  the  elderly  and/or  dis- 
abled? 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  recreational  access/use  levels? 

Range  Management 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  range  improvement  projects  in  the 

WSA? 

Vegetation  Management 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  the  amount  of  noxious  plant 
acreage  in  the  WSA? 


Wildlife  Management 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  mule  deer  populations  in  the  WSA? 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  coyote  populations  in  the  WSA? 

Minerals  Development 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  development  of  natural  gas  in  the 
WSA? 

What  would  be  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  alternatives  on  development  of  other  minerals 
(bentonite,  sand  and  gravel)  in  the  WSA? 

Other  concerns  were  raised  during  the  scoping  process  but 
were  either  not  within  the  scope  of  this  document,  or  are 
addressed  briefly  in  those  sections  described  below.  These 
concerns  include: 

Is  there  local  support  for  wilderness  areas  in  eastern 
Montana?  This  topic  is  discussed  in  the  Social  Condi- 
tions section  of  Chapter  3. 

Is  there  significant  evidence  of  human  activity  in  the 
WSA?  This  concern  is  addressed  in  the  Wilderness 
Quality  Evaluation  section  of  Chapter  3. 

Would  wilderness  designation  create  an  economic  gain 
or  loss  in  the  local  and  regional  economy?  This  topic  is 
discussed  in  the  economic  conditions  section  of  Chap- 
ter 3. 

Would  permittees  lose  some  or  all  of  their  grazing  privi- 
leges if  the  area  were  designated  wilderness?  There 
would  be  no  changes  affecting  the  current  level  of 
authorized  grazing  permits.  Future  grazing  operations 
would  be  managed  consistent  with  the  Wilderness 
Management  Plan  (WMP).  Modifications  to  current  or 
proposed  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  may 
result  from  directions  provided  by  the  Wilderness 
Management  Plan  that  would  be  prepared  for  Bitter 
Creek,  if  it  were  designated  as  wilderness. 

Would  wilderness  designation  impact  oil  development 
in  the  WSA?  Oil  was  not  identified  as  having  occur- 
rence potential  in  the  GEM  report  prepared  for  the 
WSA. 

Is  the  WSA  an  unusual  ecotype,  not  common  in  the 
wilderness  system?  The  WSA  is  classified  as  a  grama- 
wheatgrass-needlegrass  ecotype.  There  is  currently 
only  one  representative  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  (NWPS)  of  this  ecotype.  There  are 
however,  twenty  other  WSAs  containing  this  ecotype 
located  in  eastern  Montana.  Fifteen  are  located  in  the 
Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (CMR), 
have  been  administratively-endorsed  for  wilderness 
and  are  awaiting  congressional  action.  Five  BLM 
WSAs  have  been  preliminarily  recommended  for  wil- 
derness and  are  being  managed  to  preserve  their  natu- 
ral value.  The  addition  of  Bitter  Creek  to  the  NWPS 
would  be  an  advantage  to  balancing  the  diversity  of 
the  national  system,  but  because  of  the  number  of  other 
units  pending  designation,  it  would  not  be  a  major 
consideration  affecting  the  suitability  of  the  WSA. 

The  need  for  additional  wilderness  opportunities  for 
urban  dwellers,  within  five  hours  driving  time  of  the 


study,  is  not  a  significant  consideration  in  overall 
suitability  for  wilderness  designation.  As  summarized 
in  Table  3.9,  abundant  wilderness  is  available  in  the 
Montana,  North  Dakota  region.  The  Missouri  River 
Breaks  area  presently  has  one  designated  wilderness 
(UL  Bend)  and  fifteen  other  study  areas  administered 
by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  have  been 
administratively-endorsed  for  wilderness  and  are 
awaiting  congressional  action.  There  has  been  only 
minimal  support  for  additional  wilderness  by  local  res- 
idents in  central  and  eastern  Montana,  based  on  thou- 
sands of  letters  and  comments  received  since  the 
inventory  began  in  1978.  The  local  groups  from  Glas- 
gow and  other  small  towns  within  fifty  miles  of  Glas- 
gow have  voiced  strong  opposition  to  additional  wil- 
derness in  the  area.  There  has  been  very  limited 
support  from  state  and  national  wilderness  advocacy 
groups  for  the  designation  of  Bitter  Creek. 


PLANNING  CRITERIA 

Two  planning  criteria,  or  guidelines  for  evaluation  of  pub- 
lic concerns,  were  developed  by  BLM.  The  two  criteria  are: 

Criterion  No.  1  -  Evaluation  of  Wilderness  Values 

This  criterion  includes  considering  the  extent  that  each  of 
the  following  components  contribute  to  the  overall  value  of 
an  area  for  wilderness  purposes. 

A.  Mandatory  wilderness  characteristics:  the  quality  of 
the  area's  wilderness  characteristics  size;  naturalness  and 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  recrea- 
tion. 

B.  Special  features:  the  presence  or  absence  and  the  qual- 
ity of  the  optional  wilderness  characteristics;  ecological, 
geological,  or  other  features  of  scientific,  educational, 
scenic,  or  historical  value. 

C.  Multiple  resource  benefits:  the  benefits  to  other  multi- 
ple resource  values  and  uses  which  only  wilderness  desig- 
nation of  the  area  could  insure. 

D.  Diversity  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System:  consider  the  extent  to  which  wilderness  designa- 
tion of  the  area  under  study  would  contribute  to  expanding 
the  diversity  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  Sys- 
tem from  the  standpoint  of  each  of  the  factors  listed  below: 

(1)  Expanding  the  diversity  of  natural  systems  and 
features,  as  represented  by  ecosystems  and  landforms. 

(2)  Assessing  the  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primi- 
tive recreation  within  a  day's  driving  time  (five  hours) 
of  major  population  centers. 

(3)  Balancing  the  geographic  distribution  of  wilder- 
ness areas. 

Criterion  No.  2  -  Manageability 

This  criterion  means  the  area  must  be  capable  of  being 
effectively  managed  to  preserve  its  wilderness  character. 


WILDERNESS  MANAGEABILITY 
OF  THE  STUDY  AREA 

Based  on  the  wilderness  values  of  the  WSA  as  described  in 
Chapter  3,  and  the  impacts  on  these  wilderness  values 
analyzed  in  Chapter  4,  the  manageability  of  the  WSA  has 
been  determined  as  follows: 

The  WSA  is  manageable  as  wilderness  only  under  the 
Enhanced  Wilderness  Manageability  Alternative. 
Under  the  All  Wilderness  and  Bitter  Creek  East  Alter- 
natives, the  number  of  state  and  private  inholdings 
which  could  require  access  and  the  lack  of  topographic 
barriers  to  prevent  vehicle  use  in  conjunction  with 
adjacent  private  land  and  two  interior  roads,  make 
wilderness  management  very  impractical.  If  desig- 
nated, the  management  conflicts  would  be  reduced  if 
state  and  private  inholdings  could  be  acquired.  Post- 
FLPMA  oil  and  gas  leases  and  the  high  probability  of 
finding  natural  gas  and  local  resistance  to  wilderness 
all  combine  to  make  the  area  potentially  unmanagea- 
ble for  wilderness  values. 


THE  ALTERNATIVES 
SELECTED 

The  interdisciplinary  team  selected  the  following  four 
alternatives  after  their  review  of  public  comment,  identifi- 
cation of  resource  values,  evaluation  of  existing  and  poten- 
tial resource  conflicts  and  application  of  the  wilderness 
planning  criteria. 

1.  Proposed  Action  (No  Wilderness  Alternative)  —  no 
acreage  would  be  recommended  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation. This  constitutes  the  continuation  of  existing 
management  or  "no-action"  alternative. 

2.  All  Wilderness  —  all  59,660  acres  would  be  recom- 
mended suitable  for  wilderness. 

3.  Bitter  Creek  East  Wilderness  —  recommends  39,950 
acres  as  suitable  for  wilderness,  while  19,710  acres 
would  be  recommended  nonsuitable. 

4.  Enhanced  Wilderness  Manageability  —  recommends 
26,000  acres  within  Bitter  Creek  East  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation,  while  33,660  acres  would  be 
recommended  nonsuitable. 

These  four  alternatives  provide  a  reasonable  range  of  pos- 
sible wilderness  recommendations.  The  No  Wilderness 
Alternative  is  management's  proposed  action  developed  as 
a  result  of  the  planning  process  (see  Table  2.1  for  acreage 
summary  by  each  alternative). 


CHAPTER  2 
ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 

Chapter  2  describes  the  proposed  action  and  the  alterna- 
tives considered  for  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area 
(WSA)  (Figure  2.1).  In  addition,  a  table  (T2.2)  at  the  end  of 
this  chapter  summarizes  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  and  each  alternative. 

A  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  must  be  considered 
because  of  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regu- 
lation 1502.14  and  requirements  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  (BLM)  Wilderness  Study  Policy.  These  reg- 
ulations require  that  two  of  these  alternatives  be: 

The  No  Wilderness  Alternative  (No  Action)  which  ana- 
lyzes the  effects  of  not  designating  any  part  of  Bitter 
Creek  as  suitable  for  wilderness.  If  Congress  selects 
this  alternative,  present  management  would  continue 
in  Bitter  Creek  without  any  wilderness  constraints. 

The  All  Wilderness  Alternative  analyzes  the  effects  of 
designating  the  entire  WSA  (three  roadless  segments) 
as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

In  addition  to  the  required  alternatives,  one  or  more  partial 
wilderness  alternatives  can  also  be  considered.  Partial 
wilderness  alternatives  allow  portions  of  a  WSA  to  be 
recommended  either  suitable  or  non-suitable.  The  two 
guidelines  used  to  arrive  at  the  partial  wilderness  alterna- 
tives were;  to  resolve  conflicts  between  wilderness  and 
other  resource  uses,  and  to  improve  the  long-term  wilder- 
ness manageability  of  the  WSA. 

Resource  conflicts  would  arise  when  other  uses  reduce 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  recreation  or  impair 
(see  Glossary)  natural  values.  The  manageability  of  a 
study  area  is  affected  by  the  locations  and  types  of  inhold- 
ings;  valid,  existing  rights;  the  presence  of  "cherry- 
stemmed"  or  other  segmenting  roads;  the  presence  of  iden- 
tifiable boundaries;  the  potential  to  remove  unneeded 
manmade  features;  and  the  type  and  location  of  outside 
influences. 


DESCRIPTION  OF 
ALTERNATIVES,  INCLUDING 
THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Six  alternatives  were  identified  during  the  scoping  and 
planning  process.  Two  of  the  six  were  considered  by  the 
interdisciplinary  team  and  management,  but  were  not 
recommended  for  detailed  environmental  analysis.  A  de- 
scription and  the  rationale  for  not  analyzing  these  two 
alternatives  (Bitter  Creek  South  and  Bitter  Creek  West)  is 
given  in  Appendix  2.1. 

The  four  alternatives  recommended  for  analysis  are  de- 
scribed below  and  Table  2.1  summarizes  each  alternative 
by  acreage.  Also,  the  on-the-ground  impacts  of  each  alter- 
native to  each  environmental  concern  are  discussed  here. 
Table  2.2  summarizes  these  environmental  impacts. 

Proposed  Action  (No  Wilderness 
Alternative) 

This  alternative  recommends  no  part  of  the  Bitter  Creek 
WSA  be  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  and 
emphasizes  resource  production  rather  than  preservation. 
If  Congress  selects  this  alternative,  management,  as  pre- 
scribed in  the  Valley  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP),  which  is  the  current  management  situation,  would 
continue  on  the  59,660  acres. 

Recreation  Management  Actions 

With  this  alternative  all  the  59,660  acres  and  six  vehicle 
ways  totaling  19.5  miles  would  remain  open  to  provide 
motorized  access  for  the  general  public  and  the  elderly 
and/or  disabled.  This  motorized  public  access  permits  use 
of  the  public  lands  for  recreation  interests  such  as  hunting, 
fishing,  sight  seeing,  snowmobiling  and  visiting  home- 
steads. There  are  no  projected  recreational  developments 
for  the  WSA. 


TABLE  2.1 
Summary  of  Alternatives  by  Acreage 


No  Wilderness 
(Proposed  Action) 


All  Wilderness 


Bitter  Creek  East 
Alternative 


Enhanced  Wilderness 
Manageability 


Suitable       Non  Suitable       Suitable       Non  Suitable       Suitable       Non  Suitable       Suitable       Non  Suitable 
0  59,660  59,660  0  39,950  19,710  26,000  33,660 


Source:  BLM,  1983 


FIGURE  2.1       Alternative  Map  —  Bitter  Creek  WSA 


Area  is  the  same  for  both 

All  Wilderness  Alternative 

and 

No  Wilderness  Alternative 

[Proposed  Action] 

Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative 

Enhanced  Management 
Alternative 


Scale  in  Miles 


TABLE  2.2 
SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS 

Bitter  Creek 


Proposed  Action 
(No  Wilderness) 


IMPACTS  ON  WILDERNESS  VALUES 


IMPACTS  ON  ACCESS  FOR 
ELDERLY/DISABLED 


IMPACTS  ON  ACCESS  LEVELS  FOR 
ALL  RECREATIONAL  INTERESTS 


The  naturalness  of  the 
area  would  be  reduced  on 
20%  of  the  WSA  from 
chiseling  projects, 
reservoir  construction,  and 
fencing.  Opportunities  for 
solitude  and  primitive 
unconfined  recreation 
would  be  reduced  on  40% 
of  the  WSA  by  natural  gas 
development  (75  wells) 
and  use  of  internal  road 
system. 

There  would  be  no  impact 
on  access  for 
elderly/disabled. 

There  would  be  no  impact 
on  access  for  all 
recreational  interests. 


All  Wilderness 


Bitter  Creek  East 


Enhanced  Wilderness 


The  naturalness  of  the 
WSA  would  be  reduced  on 
10%  from  reservoir 
construction  and 
maintenance  on  existing 
Rl  projects.  Opportunities 
for  solitude  and  primitive 
unconfined  recreation 
would  be  reduced  on  20% 
by  use  of  internal  road 
system. 


Access  for  elderly/ 
disabled  would  decline 
from  100%  to  zero. 

Access  levels  for  hunters 
would  decline  by  56%  and 
by  14%  for  other 
recreational  interests. 


The  naturalness  of  the 
WSA  and  opportunities  for 
solitude  would  be  reduced 
on  5%  of  the  suitable 
portion  from  use  of 
boundary  roads. 

These  values  would  be 
reduced  on  30%  of 
nonsuitable  portion  due  to 
natural  gas  well  drilling 
activities  (25  wells). 


For  the  26,000  acre  roadless 
area,  the  naturalness  and 
opportunities  for  solitude 
would  be  enhanced. 

These  values  would  be 
reduced  on  25%  of 
nonsuitable  portion  due  to 
drilling  of  35  gas  wells  and 
use  of  ORVs. 


Access  for  elderly/disabled    Access  for  elderly/disabled 
would  decline  by  60%.  would  decline  by  40%. 


Access  levels  for  hunters 
would  decline  by  50%  and 
by  14%  for  other 
recreational  interests. 


Access  levels  for  hunters 
would  decline  by  40%  and 
14%  for  others. 


IMPACTS  ON  RANGE  IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECTS 


There  would  be  no  impact 
on  range  improvement 
projects. 


Maintenance  on  Rl 
projects  could  continue 
but  the  six  permittees 
would  incur  additional 
costs  of  $530  and  up  to  an 
additional  640  hours  of 
labor  annually.  The  three 
reservoirs  would  be 
constructed  but  2,310  acre 
chiseling  project  would 
not  be  done. 


Maintenance  on  Rl 
projects  could  continue 
but  the  six  permittees 
would  incur  an  additional 
cost  of  $450  and  up  to  460 
hours  of  labor  annually. 
The  chiseling  project  on 
1,310  acres  and 
construction  of  3 
reservoirs  would  be  done. 
No  chiseling  would  be 
allowed  on  1,000  acres. 


Maintenance  on  Rl  projects 
could  continue  but  the  five 
permittees  would  incur  an 
additional  cost  of  $360  and 
up  to  260  additional  hours  of 
labor  annually.  The 
chiseling  project  on  2,310 
acres  and  construction  of  3 
reservoirs  would  be  allowed. 


IMPACTS  ON  AMOUNT  OF  NOXIOUS 
PLANT  ACREAGE 


IMPACTS  ON  MULE  DEER 
POPULATIONS 


There  would  be  no  impact 
on  amount  of  noxious 
plant  acreage. 

There  would  be  no  impact 
on  mule  deer  population 
levels.  Displacement 
would  occur  temporarily 
while  natural  gas  well 
development  occurred. 


Continued  treatment  Same 

would  maintain  infestation 
at  2  acre  size. 

Mule  deer  populations  Same 

would  increase  from  a 

range  of  8-10  per  square 

mile  to  11-13  per  square 

mile. 


Same 


Mule  deer  population  would 
increase  from  a  range  of 
8-10  per  square  mile  to  9-11 
per  square  mile. 


IMPACTS  ON  COYOTE 
POPULATIONS 


IMPACTS  ON  NATURAL  GAS 
DEVELOPMENT 


IMPACTS  ON  DEVELOPMENT 
OF  OTHER  MINERALS 


No  impact 


75  gas  wells  would  be 
drilled.  There  would  be  no 
impact  on  gas 
development  levels. 

The  exploration  and 
development  for  sand, 
gravel,  or  bentonite  would 
be  allowed.  No  impact. 


There  would  be  no 
significant  change  in 
coyote  population. 

No  gas  wells  would  be 
drilled.  The  opportunity  to 
drill  75  wells  would  be 
foregone. 

No  development  or 
exploration  for  other 
minerals  would  be 
allowed. 


25  gas  wells  would  be 
drilled.  The  opportunity  to 
drill  50  wells  would  be 
foregone. 

No  development  on  39,950 
acres,  but  would  be 
permissible  on  remaining 
19,710  acres. 


35  gas  wells  would  be 
drilled.  The  opportunity  to 
drill  40  wells  would  be 
foregone. 

No  development  or 
exploration  on  26,000  acres, 
but  permissible  on  the  other 
33,660  acres. 


Range  Management  Actions 

With  this  alternative  all  proposed  range  improvements, 
approximately  22  chiseling  projects  covering  2,310  acres 
and  3  new  reservoirs  enclosed  by  1/4-mile  of  fence  each 
(total  3/4  mile)  would  be  constructed  and  maintained  (Fig- 
ure 3.1).  A  total  of  7690  AUMs  would  be  available  for  for- 
age. This  is  an  increase  of  5  percent  or  373  AUMs  from  the 
chiseling  projects. 

The  six  grazing  permittees  would  continue  to  have  unre- 
stricted motorized  vehicle  use  of  all  the  acreage  and  the  19.5 
miles  of  vehicle  ways  in  this  WSA.  There  would  be  no 
change  in  the  number  of  authorized  grazing  permits. 

There  are  currently  44  reservoirs,  1  spring  development,  a 
2-mile  buried  pipeline  with  2  stock  takns,  1  corral,  and  61.9 
miles  offence  in  the  study  area.  There  would  be  no  change 
in  the  method  of  use  or  repair  of  these  improvements. 


Vegetation  Management  Actions 

There  are  approximately  2  acres  of  leafy  spurge  in  the 
study  area  (Figure  3.1)  which  would  continue  to  be  treated 
(chemically,  biologically,  mechanically,  by  grubbing  or  by 
fire)  on  a  yearly  basis  as  allowed  in  the  BLM  Northwest 
Area  Noxious  Weed  Control  Program  EIS,  the  Program- 
matic Environmental  Assessment  for  Containment/Erad- 
ication of  Noxious  Plants  in  the  Lewistown  District  and  the 
site  specific  Pesticide  Use  Proposals. 


Wildlife  Management  Actions 

The  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects,  which  include 
20  nesting  islands  and  approximately  1  mile  of  fence 
around  4  reservoirs  would  be  implemented.  These  1/4  mile 
fencing  projects  around  the  four  reservoirs  would  keep 
livestock  from  grazing  the  valuable  riparian  areas  to 
within  100  feet  of  the  water's  edge  and  provide  cover  for 
waterfowl  and  upland  game  birds. 


Minerals  Management  Actions 

The  entire  59,660  acres  would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
The  natural  gas  resource  has  a  high  potential  rating  in  the 
GEM  report.  Presently  there  are  no  applications  to  drill 
within  the  WSA,  nor  has  a  successful  well  been  drilled  in  or 
adjacent  to  the  WSA.  If  a  natural  gas  field  was  developed, 
there  would  be  a  potential  maximum  of  8  producer  wells 
within  the  WSA.  This  is  based  on  current  allowable  spac- 
ing requirements  used  on  nearby  Bowdoin  Natural  Gas 
Field  (one  well  per  section)  and  the  success  ratio  of  having 
only  1  out  of  10  wells  drilled  being  a  producer.  To  service 
these  wells  it  is  estimated  that  about  50  miles  of  roads,  30 
miles  of  gathering  lines,  and  a  50-mile  major  trunk  line 
would  be  constructed.  An  additional  67  exploratory  wells 
would  be  drilled  requiring  about  150  miles  of  access  roads. 
There  would  be  a  total  of  75  natural  gas  wells  drilled  within 
the  WSA. 

The  entire  study  area  would  be  available  for  exploration 
and  development  for  bentonite  and  sand  and  gravel.  The 
mineral  report  prepared  by  Tetra-Tech  stated  there  is  a 
moderate  probability  for  bentonite  and  a  low  probability 
for  sand  and  gravel  to  occur  in  the  WSA.  There's  a  very  low 
potential  that  either  would  be  developed. 


All  Wilderness  Alternative 

The  All  Wilderness  Alternative  recommends  the  entire 
WSA,  consisting  of  three  roadless  segments  totaling  59,660 
acres,  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation  and  repre- 
sents the  maximum  acreage  that  could  be  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation.  This  alternative  emphasizes  the 
preservation  of  identified  wilderness  values  over  the  pro- 
duction of  other  resources  which  are,  or  may  be  present  in 
the  area. 

Recreation  Management  Actions 

This  alternative  would  close  the  59,660  acres  and  six  vehi- 
cle ways  totaling  19.5  miles  to  motorized  public  access. 
There  are  no  projected  recreational  developments  for  the 
entire  WSA. 

Range  Management  Actions 

With  this  alternative,  three  reservoirs  with  a  total  of  3/4 
mile  of  fence  would  be  constructed  but  must  meet  wilder- 
ness non-impairment  criteria  (see  Glossary). 

It  would  restrict  motorized  vehicle  use  on  all  the  acreage 
including  19.5  miles  of  vehicle  ways  in  the  WSA  except  for 
emergency  repair  of  range  improvement  projects  or  for 
livestock  emergencies  such  as  sickness.  There  would  be  no 
change  in  the  number  of  permittees,  authorized  grazing 
permits,  or  in  the  7317  AUMs  and  permittees  would  have 
use  of  all  existing  range  improvement  projects.  However, 
maintenance  on  these  projects  would  have  to  be  in  the 
manner  least  impairing  to  wilderness  values. 

Vegetation  Management  Actions 

Noxious  plants  would  be  controlled  if  they  become  a  threat 
to  lands  adjacent  to  the  WSA  or  begin  to  spread  within  the 
study  area.  The  methods  of  control  would  be  limited  to 
grubbing  with  hand  tools  or  to  chemical  applications.  The 
guidelines  for  control  would  be  the  same  as  those  discussed 
in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Wildlife  Management  Actions 

This  alternative  would  close  the  59,660  acres  and  six  vehi- 
cle ways  totaling  19.5  miles  to  motorized  public  access  for 
hunting  mule  deer  and/or  other  game  animals  and  coyotes. 

The  Animal  Damage  Control  Unit  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  be  authorized  to  use  vehicles  and/or 
aircraft,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  to  control  coyote  popula- 
tions if  necessary. 

Wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  (20  nesting  islands 
and  approximately  1  mile  of  fence  around  4  reservoirs) 
would  be  constructed  and  must  conform  to  applicable  non- 
impairment  criteria.  These  1/4  mile  fencing  projects 
around  the  four  reservoirs  would  keep  the  livestock  from 
grazing  the  valuable  riparian  areas  to  within  100  feet  of  the 
water's  edge  and  would  provide  cover  for  waterfowl  and 
upland  game  birds. 

Minerals  Management  Actions 

The  8  post-FLPMA  leases  (covering  7,500  acres)  would  not 
be  explored  or  developed.  New  leases  would  not  be  issued  as 


the  existing  ones  expire.  The  remaining  52,160  acres  would 
not  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

None  of  the  WS  A  would  be  available  for  bentonite  or  sand 
and  gravel  development.  No  leases  would  be  issued  for 
bentonite  in  the  entire  59,660  acre  WSA.  The  unit  would  be 
closed  to  the  sale  of  sand  and  gravel  also. 

Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative 

This  alternative  recommends  that  the  39,950  acre  eastern 
segment  be  designated  as  wilderness  while  the  remainder 
of  the  WSA  (19,710  acres)  remain  available  for  other  multi- 
ple use  management. 

The  boundary  of  Bitter  Creek  East  is  formed  by  public  and 
private  legal  subdivisions  on  the  north  and  primarily  by 
legal  subdivisions  and  a  ranch  access  road  on  the  east.  The 
southern  boundary  is  formed  along  the  Northern  Border 
Pipeline  corridor  and  access  road  and  the  west  boundary  is 
formed  by  a  ranch  and  recreational  access  road.  These 
boundaries  conform  in  most  places  to  topographic  features. 
Bitter  Creek  East  was  identified  in  the  Montana  Wilder- 
ness Inventory  Final  Decision  Bitter  Creek  as  Segment  D. 

This  alternative  recommends  only  the  area  with  the  high- 
est wilderness  values  for  wilderness  designation,  while 
eliminating  some,  but  not  all  of  the  potential  resource  con- 
flicts associated  with  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative.  The 
area  in  this  alternative  is  the  most  natural  appearing  part 
of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA.  The  range  developments  (reser- 
voirs and  fences)  are  scattered  and  mainly  located  near  the 
boundaries  and  in  the  northern  1/3  of  the  segment. 

The  highly  eroded  nature  of  the  lands  in  this  alternative 
offer  a  stark  badlands  vista  inhabited  by  a  variety  of  wild- 
life, particularly  mule  deer.  The  Bitter  Creek  East  study 
area  is  primarily  an  eroded  basin  surrounded  by  bench- 
lands  which  are  privately  owned. 

Recreation  Management  Actions 

This  alternative  would  close  39,550  acres  and  four  vehicle 
ways,  totaling  12.5  miles,  to  motorized  public  access.  Motor- 
ized vehicle  access  for  the  elderly  and/or  disabled  would  be 
curtailed  in  this  segment. 

The  19,710  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling  7.0  miles  in 
the  nonsuitable  segment  would  remain  open  to  motorized 
access  for  the  general  public  and  the  elderly  and/or  dis- 
abled. 

Range  Management  Actions 

None  of  the  proposed  range  improvements  apply  to  this 
suitable  segment. 

This  alternative  would  restrict  motorized  vehicle  use  on 
39,950  acres  and  four  vehicle  ways  totaling  12.5  miles, 
except  for  emergency  repair  of  range  improvement  projects 
or  for  livestock  emergencies  such  as  sickness.  There  would 
be  no  change  in  the  number  of  authorized  grazing  permits 
in  this  segment.  Permittees  would  have  use  of  all  the  exist- 
ing range  improvement  projects  (25  reservoirs,  44  miles  of 
fence,  1  spring  development,  and  a  2-mile  buried  water 
pieline  with  2  tanks)  in  this  segment.  However,  mainte- 
nance on  these  projects  would  have  to  be  done  in  the 
manner  least  impairing  to  wilderness  values. 


The  remaining  19,710  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling 
7.0  miles  would  remain  open  to  traditional  use  by  grazing 
permittees.  The  proposed  range  improvements  in  this  non- 
suitable  segment  (3/4  mile  offence  around  3  reservoirs  and 
chiseling  on  1,310  acres)  would  be  constructed  and  main- 
tained as  funding  and  planning  allow. 

Vegetation  Management  Actions 

Noxious  plants  on  this  39,950  acre  suitable  segment  would 
be  treated  if  they  become  a  threat  to  adjacent  lands  or  begin 
to  spread  within  this  segment.  The  methods  of  control 
would  be  limited  to  grubbing  and  chemical  applications  in 
this  segment.  The  guidelines  for  control  would  be  the  same 
as  those  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Noxious  plants  in  the  nonsuitable  segment  would  be  chem- 
ically controlled  as  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alter- 
native. 

Wildlife  Management  Actions 

This  alternative  would  close  39,950  acres  and  four  vehicle 
ways,  totaling  12.5  miles,  to  motorized  public  access. 

No  increase  in  coyote  numbers  would  be  expected  as  a 
result  of  this  alternative.  However,  the  Animal  Damage 
Control  Unit  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  be 
authorized  to  use  vehicles  and/or  aircraft,  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis,  to  control  coyote  populations  if  necessary. 

The  proposed  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects 
included  in  this  suitable  segment  (13  nesting  islands  and  3 
reservoir  fencing  projects  of  approximately  3/4-mile) 
would  be  allowed,  but  must  meet  non-impairment  criteria. 
These  1/4  mile  fencing  projects  around  the  three  reservoirs 
would  keep  the  livestock  from  grazing  the  valuable  ripar- 
ian areas  to  within  100  feet  of  the  water's  edge  and  would 
provide  cover  for  the  waterfowl  and  upland  game  birds. 

The  remaining  19,710  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling 
7.0  miles  in  the  nonsuitable  segment  would  remain  open  to 
traditional  motorized  hunting  methods  for  game  animals 
and  coyotes. 

The  remaining  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  (7 
nesting  islands  and  1  reservoir  fencing  project  totaling 
approximately  1/4-mile)  would  be  constructed  in  the  seg- 
ment recommended  as  nonsuitable. 

Minerals  Management  Actions 

In  the  39,950  acre  segment  recommended  as  suitable,  the  8 
post-FLPMA  oil  and  gas  leases,  covering  7,500  acres  in  this 
segment,  would  not  be  explored  or  developed.  New  leases 
would  not  be  issued  as  existing  ones  expire.  The  remaining 
32,450  acres  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

None  of  the  39,950  acres  recommended  as  suitable  would  be 
available  for  bentonite  or  sand  and  gravel  exploration  and 
development. 

There  would  be  no  special  restrictions  on  the  natural  gas 
leases  in  the  19,710  acre  segment  recommended  nonsuita- 
ble with  this  alternative  and  new  leases  could  be  issued  as 
existing  ones  expire.  There  would  be  a  potential  of  three 
producer  wells  out  of  the  25  drilled  in  this  segment.  Also, 
bentonite  and  sand  and  gravel  could  be  explored  for  and 
developed  in  this  segment. 


Enhanced  Wilderness  Manageability 
Alternative 

This  alternative  emphasizes  enhanced  wilderness  man- 
ageability of  the  study  area  as  wilderness  over  the  long 
term.  It  recommends  that  a  26,000  acre  portion  of  the  Bitter 
Creek  East  Alternative  be  designated  as  wilderness  and 
that  the  remaining  33,660  acres  in  the  WSA  be  determined 
nonsuitable  and  available  for  other  multiple  use  manage- 
ment. 

The  boundary  of  the  Enhanced  Wilderness  Manageability 
Alternative  is  formed  along  a  constructed  vehicle  way  and 
the  south  bank  of  the  East  Fork  of  Willow  Creek.  The  east 
boundary  is  the  same  as  Bitter  Creek  East,  along  a  ranch 
road  and  legal  subdivisions  with  the  exception  of  following 
a  small  cherry-stemmed  road  to  and  around  a  private 
inholding  in  T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E.,  Sections  33  and  34.  The 
southern  and  western  boundaries  are  the  same  as  those 
described  in  the  Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative,  with  the 
exception  of  180  acres  in  T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E.,  Section  35  which 
is  not  included  in  this  alternative. 

The  Enhanced  Wilderness  Management  Alternative 
retains  the  outstanding  wilderness  values  described  in  the 
Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative  while  eliminating  many  of 
the  resource  conflicts  and  improving  the  potential  for  long 
term  wilderness  manageability.  The  major  change  in  this 
alternative  is  the  exclusion  of  1,040  acres  of  non-Federal 
inholdings  and  the  removal  of  an  extremely  irregular 
boundary  on  the  north,  replacing  it  with  a  physiographic 
feature,  the  East  Fork  of  Willow  Creek. 

Recreation  Management  Actions 

With  this  alternative  26,000  acres  and  four  vehicle  ways 
totaling  12.5  miles  would  be  closed  to  motorized  public 
access. 

The  management  emphasis  of  this  alternative  would 
enhance  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities  and 
experiences  in  the  segment  recommended  suitable  for  wil- 
derness designation. 

The  remaining  33,360  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling 
7.0  miles  would  remain  open  to  motorized  access  for  the 
general  public,  including  the  elderly  and/or  disabled. 


(3  reservoirs  with  3/4  mile  of  fencing  and  22  chiseling  sites 
on  2,310  acres)  would  be  constructed  and  maintained.  A 
total  of  7690  AUMs  would  be  available  for  forage.  This  is 
an  increase  of  5  percent  or  373  AUMs  from  the  chiseling 
projects. 

Vegetation  Management  Actions 

Noxious  plants  would  be  treated  if  they  become  a  threat  to 
lands  adjacent  to  this  26,000  acre  suitable  segment  or  begin 
to  spread  within  this  segment.  The  methods  of  control 
would  be  limited  to  grubbing  with  handtools  or  to  chemical 
applications.  The  guidelines  for  control  would  be  the  same 
as  those  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Noxious  plants  in  the  nonsuitable  segment  would  be 
treated  as  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Wildlife  Management  Actions 

This  alternative  would  close  26,000  acres  and  four  vehicle 
ways  totaling  12.5  miles  to  motorized  public  access  for 
hunting  mule  deer  and/or  other  game  animals  and  coyotes. 

The  Animal  Damage  Control  Unit  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  be  authorized  to  use  vehicles  and/or 
aircraft,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  to  control  coyote  popula- 
tions if  necessary. 

The  proposed  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects 
included  in  this  suitable  segment  (9  nesting  islands  and  1 
reservoir  fencing  project  of  approximately  1/4  mile)  would 
be  allowed,  but  must  meet  non-impairment  criteria.  This 
1/4  mile  fencing  project  around  the  reservoir  would  keep 
the  livestock  from  grazing  the  valuable  riparian  area  to 
within  100  feet  of  the  water's  edge  and  would  provide  cover 
for  waterfowl  and  upland  game  birds. 

The  remaining  33,660  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling 
7.0  miles  in  the  nonsuitable  segment  would  remain  open  to 
traditional  motorized  hunting  methods  for  game  animals 
and  coyotes. 

The  remaining  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  (11 
nesting  islands  and  3  reservoir  fencing  projects  of  approx- 
imately 1/4-mile  each)  would  be  allowed  in  the  segment 
recommended  as  non-suitable. 


Range  Management  Actions 

No  range  improvements  are  proposed  in  this  suitable 
segment. 

This  alternative  would  restrict  motorized  vehicle  use  on 
26,000  acres  and  four  vehicle  ways  totaling  12.5  miles, 
except  for  emergency  repair  of  range  improvement  projects 
or  for  livestock  emergencies  such  as  sickness.  There  would 
be  no  change  in  the  number  of  authorized  grazing  permits 
in  this  segment.  Permittees  would  have  use  of  all  the  exist- 
ing range  improvement  projects  (15  reservoirs,  25.25  miles 
offence,  1  spring  development,  and  a  2-mile  buried  pipeline 
with  2  tanks)  in  this  segment.  However,  maintenance  on 
these  projects  would  have  to  be  done  in  the  manner  least 
impairing  to  wilderness  values. 

The  remaining  33,660  acres  and  two  vehicle  ways  totaling 
7.0  miles  in  the  WSA  would  remain  open  to  traditional 
motorized  range  and  livestock  management  methods.  The 
proposed  range  improvements  in  this  nonsuitable  segment 


Minerals  Management  Actions 

In  the  26,000  acre  segment  recommended  as  suitable  with 
this  alternative,  the  6  post-FLPMA  leases  covering  the 
6,100  acres  in  this  segment  would  not  be  explored  or  devel- 
oped. New  leases  would  not  be  reissued  as  old  ones  expire. 
The  remaining  19,900  acres  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing. 

None  of  the  26,000  acres  recommended  as  suitable  in  this 
alternative  would  be  available  for  bentonite  or  sand  and 
gravel  exploration  and  development. 

There  would  be  no  special  restrictions  on  the  oil  and  gas 
leases  (2  post-FLPMA,  1,400  acres)  in  the  33,660  acre  seg- 
ment recommended  nonsuitable  with  this  alternative  and 
new  leases  could  be  issued  as  old  ones  expire.  There  would 
be  a  potential  of  four  producer  wells  from  the  35  drilled  in 
this  segment.  Also,  bentonite  and  sand  and  gravel  could  be 
explored  for  and  developed  in  this  segment. 
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CHAPTER  3 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


CLIMATE 

Summer  temperatures  are  hot  with  maximum  tempera- 
tures in  the  high  90°  Farenheit  (F)  range.  Winters  are  cold, 
characterized  by  many  days  of  sub-zero  temperatures.  Min- 
imum temperatures  have  been  as  low  as  -59°  F. 

The  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  averages  10-15  inches  of 
precipitation  annually.  Approximately  83  percent  of  this 
precipitation  falls  during  the  period  between  April  1  and 
September  20  with  May  and  June  being  the  wettest 
months.  In  the  fall,  winter  and  early  spring  precipitation 
falls  mostly  as  snow. 

Summer  winds  have  hourly  speeds  of  7-15  miles  per  hour 
(MPH).  Strong  winds  in  excess  of  60  MPH  are  not  uncom- 
mon and  may  blow  for  several  days  at  a  time. 


AIR  QUALITY 

Air  quality  is  excellent  in  Bitter  Creek  because  of  the  lack  of 
human  activity  and  nearby  industry.  All  public  lands  have 
Class  II  air  quality  (good)  set  by  the  State  of  Montana. 
Particulate  concentrations  are  highest  during  spring  and 
summer  due  to  nearby  farm  operations  (such  as  plowing) 
and  lowest  in  the  winter. 


TOPOGRAPHY 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  located  in  the  glaciated  Missouri 
Plateau.  The  topography  consists  of  flat  to  gently  rolling 
terrain  with  rugged  denuded  badlands  terrain  in  some 
areas.  Elevations  within  the  WSA  range  from  2,500  feet  in 
the  southern  part  of  the  area  to  3,000  feet  in  the  northern 
portion.  Most  of  the  drainages  are  intermittent  tributaries 
of  Bitter  Creek,  which  drain  south  into  the  Milk  River. 


RECREATION 

Big  game,  upland  bird  and  waterfowl  hunting  are  the 
major  recreational  activities  in  the  WSA.  Based  on  an 
interpolation  of  the  results  of  aerial  overflights  by  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM)  during  hunting  season, 
approximately  450  hunter  days  are  spent  in  the  area  annu- 
ally. The  area  is  known  locally  as  a  source  of  trophy  mule 
deer  bucks.  Reservoirs  in  the  WSA  provide  waterfowl  habi- 
tat and  some  limited  hunting  opportunities.  One  of  the 
reservoirs  (Gay)  is  a  trout  fishery  and  receives  approxi- 
mately 100  fisherman  days  per  year. 

Off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  usually  associated  with  hunt- 
ing, is  common  in  the  WSA.  This  use  is  restricted  to  desig- 
nated roads,  trails,  and  vehicle  ways.  Public  input  during 
the  wilderness  inventory  and  study  process  pointed  out 


current  ORV  use  in  the  WSA  for  hunting,  sightseeing,  and 
visiting  ancestral  homestead  sites  by  homesteader  de- 
scendants. A  number  of  two-wheeled  tracks  in  the  WSA 
attest  to  ORV  travel.  Local  residents  also  use  the  WSA  for 
snowmobiling  during  good  snow  years. 

Other  possible  recreational  uses  include  camping,  back- 
packing and  nature  study.  Participation  in  these  sports  is 
limited  by  inclement  weather  and  by  the  availability  of 
better  opportunities  much  closer  to  population  centers. 

Although  no  visitor  use  statistics,  other  than  for  hunting, 
exist  for  Bitter  Creek,  BLM  Recreation  Planners  estimate 
that  approximately  150  non-hunting  visits  occur  yearly  in 
the  WSA.  Of  these,  approximately  100  visits  are  associated 
with  fishing  in  Gay  Reservoir  and  approximately  5  are 
visits  by  the  elderly  and/or  handicapped  individuals. 

Projected  Visitation  Trends  in  the  WSA 

The  UL  Bend  Wilderness  Area  (approximately  100  miles 
southwest  of  Bitter  Creek),  managed  by  the  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  is  the  component  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  most  like  Bitter 
Creek  WSA  in  ecotype,  regional  proximity  and  probable 
usage. 

Before  designation,  UL  Bend  saw  some  vehicle-based  vis- 
itation by  fishermen  traveling  to  Fort  Peck  Lake  and  by 
hunters  during  the  big  game  season  (October  and 
November).  Wilderness  designation  restricted  vehicle  use 
and  visitation  dropped.  The  USFWS  states  usage  is  pres- 
ently up  to  pre-designation  levels  but  is  still  very  limited. 
Present  users  include  boaters  during  the  summer  months 
and  several  hunting  parties  who  pack  into  the  area  during 
the  fall. 

This  visitation  pattern  could  be  repeated  if  the  Bitter  Creek 
WSA  were  designated  as  wilderness  and  vehicle-based 
hunting  eliminated.  Non-motorized  hunter  use  would 
increase  but  not  to  existing  levels.  Given  the  size  and  open- 
ness of  this  WSA,  which  makes  it  less  conducive  to  walk-in 
hunting,  designation  as  wilderness  would  probably 
decrease  the  overall  recreational  use  from  existing  levels. 

There  are  few  special  features  in  the  WSA  which  would 
attract  visitors  other  than  those  looking  for  specific  wil- 
derness experiences.  The  type  of  users  would  change  as 
vehicle-based  recreationists  would  be  replaced  by  foot  or 
horseback  users  would  replace  vehicle  based  recreation- 
ists. People  from  outside  the  state  would  probably  be  more 
likely  to  visit  this  area  than  prior  to  designation. 


CULTURAL 

Information  about  cultural  resources  in  the  WSA  has  been 
collected  mainly  from  clearances  conducted  for  range  pro- 
jects. Other  archeological  fieldwork  (random  sampling) 
has  also  contributed  data,  providing  information  about  the 
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number,  quality  and  type  of  prehistoric  and  historic  fea- 
tures present  in  the  study  area. 

Remnants  of  human  occupation  dating  back  12,000  years 
can  be  found  in  the  WSA  and  the  surrounding  region.  Pre- 
historic people  who  frequented  the  areas  were  hunters  and 
gatherers.  They  shifted  residences  in  response  to  seasonal 
changes  in  food  resource  opportunities  and  the  never- 
ending  needs  of  defense,  shelter,  water,  fuel  and  raw  mate- 
rials for  tool  production.  These  groups  were  usually  small, 
possessing  only  what  appears  to  be  a  limited  set  of  stone, 
wood  and  bone  tools.  Bison  eventually  became  a  major  food 
source  as  newer  techniques  of  trapping  the  animals  were 
developed. 

The  remaining  traces  of  these  early  people  include  tipi 
rings,  lithic  scatters,  bison  butchering  sites  and  isolated 
stone  tools  and  approximately  50  of  these  prehistoric  sites 
have  been  identified  in  the  WSA.  The  majority  of  these 
have  been  discovered  in  the  northern  and  southern  most 
portions  of  the  WSA. 

Approximately  8,000  acres  within  the  WSA  are  land  utili- 
zation lands.  These  lands  were  in  private  ownership  for  a 
time  then  reverted  back  to  public  ownership.  A  small  per- 
centage (probably  less  than  5  percent)  of  these  8,000  acres 
were  improved  by  homesteaders.  These  improvements 
consisted  mostly  of  picking  rock  and  plowing.  Today  there 
is  little  evidence  of  these  activities  other  than  an  occasional 
rock  pile. 


WATERSHED/SOILS 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  consists  of  two  distinct  soil  types. 
The  first  type  includes  approximately  70  percent  of  the 
study  area  and  consists  of  shallow  to  moderately  deep  acid 
clay  soils  on  moderately  steep  to  very  steep  shale  uplands. 
These  lands  consist  of  dissected  drainage  systems  with 
shale  outcrops  on  the  ridge  crests  and  steep  side  slopes. 
These  are  marginal  rangelands  with  only  35-45  percent 
ground  cover.  The  surface  is  characterized  in  many  places 
by  deposits  of  glacial  rock.  These  soils  are  characterized  by 
moderate  to  high  runoff  and  the  erosion  potential  is  consid- 
ered moderate  to  severe.  The  second  type  includes  approx- 
imately 30  percent  of  the  area  and  contains  high  bench 


remnants  of  continental  glacial  till.  Soils  are  deep  clay 
loam  glacial  till  mantle  on  nearly  level  to  gently  rolling 
topography.  The  soils  support  substantially  more  ground 
cover  and  higher  production  potential.  Runoff  and  erosion 
potential  are  both  moderate. 

Water  Quality 

There  are  no  ephemeral  streams  in  Bitter  Creek.  Water 
plays  a  minimal  role  in  the  recreational  use  of  this  area. 
Forty-three  man-made  reservoirs,  the  majority  being  under 
5  surface  acres,  are  important  to  both  domestic  livestock 
and  the  wildlife  in  this  WSA. 

Waters  in  the  WSA  contain  high  concentrations  of  ionic 
salts  (highly  saline)  and  are  rated  as  fair  to  poor  depending 
on  the  time  of  year  and  the  source.  This  water  is  used  by 
livestock  and  wildlife. 


GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

There  are  presently  six  operators  with  grazing  permits  in 
the  Bitter  Creek  study  area.  There  are  7,317  animal  unit 
months  (AUMs)  (Glossary)  of  grazing  privileges  within  the 
WSA.  Table  3.1  lists  the  allotment  names  and  numbers, 
seasons-of-use  and  AUMs.  Figure  3.1  shows  the  allotment 
boundaries  within  the  study  area. 

Table  3.2  shows  the  type  and  number  of  proposed  range 
improvements  for  each  allotment  in  the  WSA.  The  water 
developments  are  proposed  to  improve  distribution  of  live- 
stock to  better  utilize  the  range  resource.  The  chiseling 
operation  is  proposed  to  improve  vegetation  production 
and  improve  plant  vigor. 

Livestock  is  overutilizing  important  grasses  and  other 
vegetation  along  the  bench  tops  and  scarp  in  the  Southfork 
Bitter  Creek  Allotment  No.  4054  (Figure  3.1)  and  current 
utilization  levels  are  heavy-severe  (61-80  percent). 

The  western  1/3  of  the  Upper  Canyon  Creek  Allotment  No. 
4071  (Figure  3.1)  is  being  underutilized  by  livestock  due  to 
poor  distribution.  It  is  estimated  the  area  is  receiving 
slight-light  use  (0-40  percent).  Utilization  is  determined  by 
the  amount  of  the  current  year's  growth  removed. 


TABLE  3.1 
Grazing  Preference  in  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA 


Allotment  Name 


Management 
Status 


Allotment 
Number 


Season 


Anderson-Ojuel 
Eastfork  Willow  Cr. 
Southfork  Bitter  Cr. 

Upper  Canyon  Cr. 
Upper  Willow  Cr. 
Bitter  Cr. 
Eagles  Nest  Coulee 


Federal  AUMs 
Allot.  WSA 


E 

4041 

05/15  —  08/31 

2572 

425 

E 

4053 

06/25  —  10/03 

2013 

1589 

P 

4054 

08/31  —10/29 

1333 

1333 

P 

4055 

04/15  —  08/30 

2314 

284 

Pot. 

4056 

05/16  —  09/20 

393 

17 

p 

4071 

04/01  —10/31 

1459 

800 

E 

4718 

05/15  —  10/17 

3944 

1704 

P 

4722 

03/01  —  02/28 

439 

77 

E 

4726 

05/01  —  11/30 

2823 

1088 

E  =    Existing  AMP;  refer  to  the  individual  AMP  for  the  specific  year-to-year  season. 
P=    Proposed  AMP 
Pot.  =    Potential 


Source:  BLM,  1988 
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FIGURE  3.1      Resource  Conflicts  —  Bitter  Creek  WSA 


TABLE  3.2 
Proposed  Range  Improvements 


Allotment  Name 

Fences 

Reservoirs 

Springs 

Pipelines 

Chiseling 

and  Number 

(Miles) 

(Number) 

(Number) 

(Feet) 

(Acres) 

Anderson  Ojuel  No.  4041 

_ 

500 

Eastfork  Willow  Cr  No.  4053 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Southfork  Bitter  Cr. 

No.  4054 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

No.  4055 

— 

— 

— 

— 



No.  4056 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Upper  Canyon  Cr.  No.  4071 

— 

3 

— 

— 

450 

Upper  Willow  Cr.  No.  4718 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,360 

Bitter  Creek  No.  4722 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Eagle  Nest  Coulee  No.  4726 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Source:    BLM,  1988 


VEGETATION 

The  most  common  plant  species  in  the  WSA  include  west- 
ern wheatgrass,  needleandthread,  blue  grama,  prairie 
sandreed,  native  legumes,  silver  sagebrush,  creeping 
juniper,  chokecherries,  silver  buffaloberry  and  isolated 
non-commercial  stands  of  aspen.  No  commercial  timber 
exists  in  the  area  (Appendix  3.1  for  a  detailed  list  of  plant 
species). 

No  rare  or  endangered  plant  species  are  known  to  exist  on 
public  lands  in  the  WSA. 

Noxious  and  Poisonous  Plants 

Leafy  spurge  is  the  only  noxious  plant  found  in  the  WSA 
and  is  found  on  approximately  2  acres  within  the  WSA. 
This  area  has  been  treated  with  herbicides  which  has  not 
allowed  the  size  of  this  infestation  to  change. 

Plants  poisonous  to  livestock  are  also  found  in  the  WSA  but 
have  not  posed  any  major  problems  to  date.  These  species 
are  cocklebur,  greasewood  and  chokecherry. 

Fire  Suppression 

The  BLM  fire  suppression  program  has  attempted  to  min- 
imize fire  damage  through  the  use  of  ground  pumpers  and 
fire  crews.  Historically,  this  area  has  had  very  little  fire. 


WILDLIFE 

The  wildlife  found  in  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  typical  of  the 
eastern  glaciated  plains.  The  abundance  of  some  species  is 
attributed  to  the  higher  percentage  of  badlands/breaks 
landform  in  this  unit  than  in  adjacent  areas  (Table  3.3). 
Appendix  3.2  is  a  detailed  list  of  the  animal  species  com- 
mon to  this  area. 

Big  Game 

Mule  deer  are  abundant  throughout  the  WSA.  The  bad- 
land/breaks  landform  lends  itself  to  the  needs  of  these  deer 
on  a  yearlong  basis  and  is  especially  important  as  winter 
habitat.  Approximately  26,000  acres  are  considered  impor- 
tant as  winter  habitat.  This  habitat  is  primarily  located  in 


TABLE  3.3 

Wildlife  Occurrence  & 

Relative  Abundance  Estimates 

(Species) 

(Nc 

./mile2) 

BIG  GAME 

Mule  deer 

8.0 

-10.0 

Pronghorn  antelope 

0.4 

-0.7 

UPLAND  GAMEBIRDS 

Sage  grouse 

4.1 

-16.4 

Sharptailed  grouse 

4.8 

-12.9 

Gray  partridge 

0.2 

-0.5 

WATERFOWL 

Ducks 

8.6 

-14.0 

Canada  geese 

0.1 

-0.2 

ENDANGERED 

Black-footed  ferret 

0- 

0.01 

Peregrine  falcon 

0- 

0.01 

Bald  eagle 

0  — 

0.03 

These  figures  are  average  population  estimates  for  the 
entire  WSA  and  include  areas  of  high  and  low  wildlife 
densities  as  well  as  areas  considered  non-habitat. 

Source:  BLM,  1984 

the  Eagle's  Nest  Coulee,  Southfork  Bitter  Creek  and  East- 
fork  Willow  Creek  drainages. 

A  few  white-tailed  deer  occur  in  a  small  portion  of  this 
WSA.  The  quaking  aspen  groves  around  the  eastern 
perimeter  of  the  WSA  provide  the  only  suitable  whitetail 
habitat  of  any  consequence  within  the  study  area. 

Antelope  use  both  the  breaks  and  benchlands  of  the  WSA. 
Their  spring,  summer  and  fall  numbers  are  moderate  in 
this  area,  probably  due  to  rough  topography.  However, 
winter  concentrations  of  pronghorn  occur  in  this  WSA  as  it 
does  provide  approximately  8,300  acres  of  crucial  winter 
habitat.  This  habitat  is  similar  to  the  mule  deer  winter 
habitat  in  general  location. 

Elk  have  been  sighted  occasionally  near  the  boundaries  of 
the  WSA.  These  animals  are  probably  transients  from  the 
Missouri  Breaks  and  only  passing  through,  although  one 
or  more  may  remain  for  sometime. 
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Upland  Gamebirds 


GEOLOGY 


Sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  can  be  found  in  this  WSA. 
Population  levels  of  these  two  species  would  best  be  charac- 
terized as  moderate.  Small  numbers  and  widely  scattered 
flocks  of  gray,  or  Hungarian  partridge  also  occur  within 
the  WSA. 

The  sage  grouse  are  associated  with  the  silver  sage  stands 
of  the  drainage  bottoms  and  benchlands.  The  sharptails 
occur  along  the  buffaloberry-lined  coulees  and  adjacent 
grassy  uplands.  The  Hungarian  partridge  can  occasion- 
ally be  found  in  any  of  the  habitat  types,  but  prefer  the 
farmland  areas  along  the  borders  of  the  WSA. 

Waterfowl 

All  the  geese,  ducks  and  shorebird  species  common  to  the 
eastern  glaciated  plains  portion  of  Valley  County  can  be 
found  in  the  Bitter  Creek  area  (with  the  exception  of  the 
mountain  plover,  which  occurs  only  in  south  Valley 
County).  Approximately  10  waterfowl  nesting  islands 
have  been  constructed  to  improve  nesting  habitat.  Up  to  20 
additional  nesting  islands  are  possible. 

Furbearers 

The  principal  furbearing  mammals  in  this  WSA  are  the 
muskrat,  beaver,  badger,  fox  and  infrequently,  mink.  No 
density/occurrence  data  are  available.  Bobcat  occurrence 
is  possible  but  unlikely  as  there  have  been  no  verified  sight- 
ings. Skunks  and  weasels  also  occur  in  Bitter  Creek. 

Predators 

The  most  numerous  and  economically  important  predator 
is  the  coyote  with  heavy  harvest  for  fur  occurring  during 
favorable  market  and  snowfall  years.  No  trend  informa- 
tion is  available. 

Nongame  Species 

The  entire  compliment  of  nongame  species  which  use  the 
eastern  glaciated  plains  are  found  in  the  WSA.  This 
includes  11  species  of  reptile/amphibians,  113  species  of 
birds  and  19  species  of  mammals. 

Fisheries 

One  significant  fishery  occurs  in  the  study  area:  Gay 
Reservoir,  T.  33  N.,  R.  37  E.,  Section  2.  The  pond  is  stocked 
with  rainbow  trout  and  receives  moderate  recreation  use 
(estimated  100  fisherman  days  annually). 

Threatened/Endangered  Species 

The  BLM  consulted  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
about  the  question  of  threatened  and  endangered  species 
(Appendix  3.3). 

Migrating  bald  eagles  pass  through  this  area.  There  has 
been  one  documented  sighting  in  the  WSA.  Peregrine  fal- 
cons may  migrate  through  or  could  occur  in  areas  such  as 
Eagle's  Nest  Coulee.  None  have  been  sighted  and  suitable 
nesting  habitat  is  very  limited. 

There  is  limited  black-footed  ferret  habitat  in  this  WSA  but 
no  sightings  have  been  made. 


The  geologic  history  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  one  of 
repeated  advances  and  retreats  of  sea  waters.  Marine  de- 
posits of  sandstone,  shale  and  limestone  were  formed  over 
the  base  Precambrian,  or  earliest  rock,  225  million  years 
ago.  During  the  fluctuation  of  the  seas,  dead  and  decaying 
marine  life  may  have  been  trapped  in  pockets.  These 
trapped  materials  under  the  right  conditions  may  have 
been  converted  to  hydrocarbons.  The  number  of  additional 
advances  and  retreats  of  the  sea  135-180  million  years  ago 
followed  by  repeated  uplifting,  folding  and  faulting 
resulted  in  additional  thick  terrestrial  sediments  being 
deposited  deep  in  the  earth's  surface.  These  deposits  also, 
under  the  right  conditions,  could  have  been  converted  to 
hydrocarbons.  During  more  recent  geologic  history  vol- 
canic activity  deposited  volcanic  ash  throughout  the  area. 
During  the  last  2-3  million  years,  the  region  has  periodi- 
cally been  covered  by  glaciers.  The  study  area  has  rem- 
nants of  this  glaciation  with  numerous  deposits  of  granitic 
rocks  carried  with  the  glaciers  from  the  north.  Appendix 
3.4  shows  the  geologic  formations  common  to  the  WSA. 


ENERGY  AND  MINERAL 
RESOURCES 

There  is  no  known  mineral  production  within  the  Bitter 
Creek  WSA.  However,  the  area  does  have  varying  potential 
for  bentonite,  uranium,  natural  gas,  sand  and  gravel,  and 
geothermal  energy  sources. 


Resource  Potential 

In  order  to  better  evaluate  the  occurrence  or  potential 
occurrence  of  these  energy  and  mineral  resources  a  two- 
part  resource  classification  system  was  adopted.  Each 
resource  or  potential  resource  received  an  alpha-numeric 
classification.  The  number  designation  ranged  from  1-4 
and  indicates  the  favorability  of  the  geologic  environment, 
geologic  processand  mineral  occurrences  for  the  presence 
of  a  particular  resource  or  group  of  resources  (with  the 
number  4  representing  the  highest  favorability).  The  letter 
designation  ranged  from  A-D  and  indicates  the  level  of 
confidence  assigned  to  the  numerical  designation  (with  the 
letter  D  representing  the  highest  level  of  confidence). 
Appendix  3.5  is  an  explanation  of  the  rating  system. 

The  following  probabilities  and  classifications  for  poten- 
tial energy  and  mineral  resources  were  provided,  by  con- 
tract, by  Tetra  Tech  Incorporated  in  1983:  Bentonite  was 
given  a  moderate  probability  or  a  3C  classification  (while 
bentonite  could  occur  on  approximately  55,950  acres,  there 
are  no  identified  deposits  and  no  indication  of  economic 
interest);  sand  and  gravel  were  given  a  low  probability  or  a 
2B  classification;  uranium  was  given  a  low  probability  or  a 
2B  classification;  gas  was  given  a  high  probability  or  a  4D 
classification;  and  geothermal  energy  sources  were  given  a 
low  probability  or  a  2D  classification. 


Natural  Gas 

Natural  gas  is  the  only  energy  resource  having  a  high 
potential  rating  in  the  WSA. 
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Gas  is  known  to  accumulate  in  thin  sandstone  stringers  of 
the  Colorado  Shale  of  the  Upper  Cretaceous  age.  Any 
upward  migration  of  gas,  from  a  generating  zone,  would  be 
trapped  in  these  sand  stringers  between  impermeable  ben- 
tonitic  shales  along  the  margins  of  the  Bowdoin  Dome 
south  of  the  WSA  (Rice  et  al.,  1980).  There  would  be  a 
maximum  potential  of  8  producer  natural  gas  wells  out  of 
the  75  drilled.  No  successful  wells  have  been  drilled  to  date. 
From  1972  to  1981,  Valley  County's  wildcat  success  rate 
was  0  percent  while  adj  acent  Phillips  County's  success  rate 
was  15  percent.  A  detailed  examination  of  well  logs  would 
be  needed  to  determine  whether  suitable  horizons  for  the 
accumulation  of  gas  exists.  For  analysis  purposes  it's 
assumed  that  natural  gas  could  occur  throughout  the 
59,660  acre  WSA.  Presently  there  are  no  producing  leases 
in  this  WSA. 

The  economics  of  any  gas  resources  which  might  be  found 
in  the  study  area  are  dependent  on  pressures,  volumes,  and 
BTU  content.  Based  on  the  geology  and  history  of  gas 
development  in  northcentral  Montana,  gas  reservoirs  in 
the  study  area  can  be  expected  to  be  of  low  pressure  and  low 
volume.  If  gas  reservoirs  of  ample  volume  can  be  estab- 
lished in  the  area,  a  market  for  this  resource  would  appear 
to  be  available  through  the  pipeline  system  now  serving 
the  Bowdoin  Dome  gas  field,  16  miles  southwest  of  the 
WSA. 

Mineral  Location  and  Leasing 

The  Federal  government  owns  the  mineral  rights  on  all  the 
public  land  in  the  study  area.  Federal  minerals  are  availa- 
ble to  the  public  under  the  mineral  leasing  and/or  mining 
and  materials  sales  laws.  The  WSA  is  approximately  11 
percent  leased  for  oil  and  gas  exploration.  These  leases 
occurred  after  the  passage  of  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  in  October  of  1976  (post- 
FLPMA). 

In  the  case  of  post-FLPMA  leases,  any  exploration  or 
development  must  not  degrade  wilderness  values  in  the 
WSA.  Any  activities  which  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
wilderness  quality  will  not  be  allowed.  A  wilderness  area 
with  a  low  percentage  of  post-FLPMA  leases  would  poten- 
tially restrict  opportunities  for  leaseholders  to  explore  their 
leases. 

No  other  minerals  (only  natural  gas)  are  presently  leased 
in  the  WSA.  There  are  no  known  locatable  minerals  in  the 
study  area  and  no  mining  claims. 

Table  3.4  shows  the  number  and  acreages  post-FLPMA 
leases  in  Bitter  Creek.  Figure  3.2  details  the  location  of 
these  post-FLPMA  leases.  The  unleased  areas  will  not  be 
leased  as  long  as  the  study  area  remains  a  WSA  based  on 
present  policy. 


LAND  STATUS  AND  USE 

There  will  probably  be  no  urban  residential,  commercial  or 
industrial  expansion  near  the  WSA  and  only  a  small  por- 
tion of  the  study  area  is  suitable  for  farming. 

The  State  of  Montana  owns  all  surface  and  mineral  rights 
on  1,920  acres  within  the  WSA.  State  lands  are  subject  to 
development  and  access  requirements  outside  of  Federal 
jurisdiction.  State  inholdings  are  open  to  mineral  and  graz- 


TABLE  3.4 
Bitter  Creek  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Status 


Oil,  Gas  Leases 

PRE-FLPMA 

Number  of  Leases  in  WSA 

Area  of  Leases  in  WSA 

%  of  WSA  in  Pre-FLPMA  Leases 

0 
0 
0 

POST-FLPMA 

Number  of  Leases  in  WSA 

Area  of  Leases  in  WSA 

%  of  WSA  in  Post-FLPMA  Leases 

8 
7,500 
11% 

OIL  &  GAS  SIM 

Acres  of  WSA  in  OG  SIM 
%  of  WSA  in  OG  SIM 

0 

0 

UNLEASED 

Unleased  Acreage 

%  of  WSA  Unleased 

Area  in  Competitive  Bid  Leases 

%  of  WSA  in  Competitive  Bid 

52,160 
89% 
0 
0 

Source:  BLM,  1988 


ing  leasing  and  access  to  these  inholdings  would  be  across 
public  lands.  Except  for  a  few  stockwatering  ponds  and 
vehicle  ways,  these  lands  are  similar  to  the  surrounding 
public  lands. 

There  are  1,360  acres  of  privately-owned  land  within  the 
study  area.  Private  inholdings  are  subject  to  development 
and  reasonable  access  which  would  be  across  public  lands. 
Except  for  a  few  stockwatering  ponds  and  vehicle  ways, 
the  private  inholdings  are  undeveloped  and  similar  to  the 
surrounding  public  lands. 

Public  lands  in  the  WSA  total  59,660  acres  (none  have  been 
surveyed  so  these  figures  are  approximate).  Changes  from 
BLMs  Final  Decision:  Montana  Wilderness  Inventory  - 
Bitter  Creek  came  from  recalculating  acreages. 

Withdrawals,  Easements  and 
Rights-of-Way 

There  are  no  withdrawals  or  easements  inside  the  WSA.  A 
4'/2  mile  wide  utility  corridor  includes  16,750  acres  of  the 
WSA.  At  present  the  Northern  Border  Gas  Pipeline  is 
located  within  this  corridor.  There  are  no  known  additional 
applications  for  utility  rights-of-way  within  the  corridor. 

Table  3.5  shows  the  number  of  permanent  improvements  in 
the  WSA. 

Table  3.6  shows  the  landownership  adjacent  to  the  study 
area  boundary.  Presently  all  adjacent  lands  are  used  for 
ranching  and  farming.  Figure  3.3  details  land  status 
within  and  immediately  adjacent  to  the  WSA.  Where 
county  roads  form  the  boundary  of  the  WSA,  they  provide 
guaranteed  access  to  the  area.  However,  access  through 
state  or  private  lands  adjacent  to  the  WSA  is  not  guaran- 
teed. 
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FIGURE  3.2     Leases  and  Claims  Map  —  Bitter  Creek  WSA 


FIGURE  3.3      Land  Status  —  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
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TABLE  3.5 
Permanent  Improvements  in  the  WSA 


Vehicle  Ways 

Fences 

Reservoirs 

Springs 

Water  Pipelines 

Corrals 

Gas  Wells  (dry  holes) 


Number 
Miles 

Number 
Miles 

Number 

Number 

Miles 

Number 

Number 


6 
19.5 

15 
61.9 

44 

1 

2 

1 

2 

TABLE  3.6 
Boundary  Ownership  in  the  WSA 


Boundary  Ownership 

Private 

Miles 

42.25 

%  of  Boundary 

54.3% 

State 

Miles 

7.50 

%  of  Boundary 

9.7% 

Federal 

Miles 

28.00 

%  of  Boundary 

36.0% 

Total 

Miles 

77.75 
100.0% 

Source:  BLM,  1988 


Source:  BLM,  1988 


SOCIAL  CONDITIONS 

This  section  describes  social  conditions  in  Valley  County 
and  is  based  on  the  Draft  Missouri  Breaks  Wilderness 
Suitability  Study  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
(1982). 

The  Valley  County  population  was  10,250  in  1980,  a 
decrease  of  10.6  percent  from  1970.  The  decrease  was  pri- 
marily due  to  high  out-migration  caused  by  high  unem- 
ployment. The  out-migration  rate  is  less  than  in  the  decade 
between  1960  and  1970  when  the  county  population 
decreased  by  33  percent  due  to  the  closure  of  the  Glasgow 
Air  Force  Base.  In  the  future,  the  population  of  Valley 
County  is  expected  to  continue  to  slowly  decrease.  Glasgow 
with  a  1980  population  of  4,455,  is  the  only  town  with  a 
population  above  2,500  in  Valley  County. 

Several  sources  of  information  were  used  in  writing  the 
"Local  Attitudes  and  Perceptions"  section,  including  sec- 
tions of  a  1980  survey  by  ABT  Associates,  public  meetings 
and  letters  from  interested  persons.  Much  of  the  discussion 
specific  to  this  WSA  is  based  on  information  received  from 
those  who  took  the  initiative  to  make  their  views  known.  It 
is  assumed  that  the  attitudes  of  other  area  residents  would 
be  similar.  Nothing  is  indicated  about  these  concerns 
becoming  reality  should  the  WSA  be  designated  wilder- 
ness. The  importance  of  these  views  is  reinforced  by  an 
Opinion  Research  Corporation  (ORC)  survey  completed  in 
1978.  Over  55  percent  of  a  national  sample  felt  the  decision 
about  wilderness  should  be  made  by  the  citizens  of  the 
states  affected. 

Local  Attitudes  and  Perceptions 

Residents  of  Valley  County  exhibit  attitudes  and  values 
typical  of  rural,  ranch-oriented  societies  in  the  western 
United  States.  The  rural  character  of  the  area  is  what 
residents  value  most  about  their  lifestyle.  Specifically,  they 
appreciate  the  wide  open  spaces,  naturalness,  fresh  air  and 
solitude.  The  personal  characteristics  of  other  local  people 
(friendliness,  independence  and  industriousness)  were  fre- 
quently mentioned  as  positive  aspects.  The  residents  also 
valued  the  lifestyle  offered  by  the  local  communities:  know- 
ing everyone  else,  the  lack  of  urban  problems,  relaxed  pace 
and  personal  freedom.  They  feel  their  area  is  a  good  place  to 


raise  children  and,  not  surprisingly,  every  respondent 
wanted  to  maintain  this  lifestyle  and  the  traditional  land 
uses  of  the  area. 

Many  residents  feel  the  biggest  threats  to  their  lifestyle  are 
government  interference  with  local  ranches,  wilderness 
designation,  high  taxes,  inheritance  taxes  and  diverting 
the  use  of  public  lands  to  wildlife  or  recreation.  They  want 
the  land  controlled  at  the  local  level  and  resent  interference 
from  outside  the  area,  whether  from  agencies  or  special 
interest  groups.  Thus,  any  change  in  the  status  quo  pro- 
posed by  BLM  would  be  questioned. 

Substantial  local  interest  in  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  has  been 
shown  by  the  extremely  high  attendance  at  public  meet- 
ings and  the  number  of  letters  and  petitions  received 
regarding  the  issues.  Local  attitudes  toward  designation 
appear  overwhelmingly  negative.  Concerns  regarding 
designation  cover  a  wide  variety  of  issues  which  are  dis- 
cussed in  the  Scoping  section  of  Chapter  5. 

State  Attitudes 

The  results  of  a  recent  Statewide  poll  (Keegan,  Lenihan, 
Polzin  and  Wallwork,  1982)  indicate  that  Montanans 
overwhelmingly  approve  of  the  concept  of  setting  aside 
certain  public  and  state  lands  as  designated  wilderness 
areas.  They  like  the  idea  of  preserving  an  area  from  devel- 
opment so  it  will  be  available  to  future  generations.  There 
appears  to  be  widespread  support  for  wilderness  areas 
among  all  kinds  of  Montanans.  Regardless  of  age,  sex, 
political  preference  or  place  of  residence,  more  than  75 
percent  of  the  respondents  said  they  favored  wilderness 
areas.  Even  among  nonusers,  84  percent  supported  desig- 
nated wilderness  areas.  About  40  percent  of  the  Montanans 
surveyed  favored  the  addition  of  more  wilderness  areas  in 
the  United  States.  However,  only  25  percent  said  that  Mon- 
tana needs  more  wilderness  areas.  There  were  no  major 
differences  in  opinions  concerning  wilderness  between 
those  living  in  eastern  Montana  and  those  in  western  Mon- 
tana, where  most  of  the  State's  wilderness  areas  are 
located. 

National  Attitudes 

National  opinion  surveys  indicate  the  United  States  popu- 
lation is  divided  on  the  subject  of  wilderness.  In  1977,  a 
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study  conducted  by  Opinion  Research  Corporation  showed 
7  percent  of  the  population  thought  there  was  too  much 
wilderness,  32  percent  too  little  wilderness  and  46  percent 
thought  the  amount  was  about  right.  Those  favoring  more 
wilderness  said  it  is  needed  for  recreation;  too  much  land  is 
being  lost  to  business  or  industry  and  wildlife  needs  more 
space.  Those  favoring  no  additional  wilderness  felt  the 
land  could  be  better  used  for  buildings,  farming  and  a 
growing  population.  In  another  survey  by  ORC  (1978), 
Americans  rated  wilderness  fifth  (after  clean  air,  clean 
water,  oil  and  natural  gas)  as  basic  resources  in  short 
supply.  In  a  1979  survey  conducted  by  Cambridge  Reports, 
39  percent  of  the  U.S.  population  felt  there  was  already 
enough  wilderness,  while  37  percent  indicated  the  need  for 
more  wilderness  (the  remaining  23  percent  did  not  express 
a  preference).  The  results  of  these  surveys  vary  because  of 
the  changing  political  and  economic  climate  in  the  United 
States  and  because  the  questions  were  phrased  differently 
in  each  survey.  It  appears  that  about  33  percent  to  50  per- 
cent of  the  population  feels  there  are  currently  enough 
wilderness  areas  while  a  similar  proportion  feels  there  is  a 
shortage. 

Social  Weil-Being 

Indicators  of  social  well-being  for  Valley  County  show  the 
positive  and  negative  factors  associated  with  living  in  a 
remote  rural  area  (see  Draft  Missouri  Breaks  Wilderness 
Suitability  Study/EIS,  1982).  Negative  factors  include  a 
higher  number  of  people  per  physician,  a  higher  proportion 
of  housing  without  plumbing  for  exclusive  use  and  lower 
per  capita  income.  The  positive  factors  include  lower 
divorce  and  crime  rates  and  stability  in  the  number  of 
ranches.  Information  from  local  residents  (see  the  Local 
Attitudes  and  Perceptions  section)  indicates  they  feel  their 
area  offers  a  high  level  of  social  well-being  and  the  positive 
aspects  of  their  lifestyle  far  outweigh  the  negative. 


ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS 

Ranch  Related  Economic  Conditions 

In  1978,  there  were  738  ranches  and  farms  in  Valley 
County  (1978  Census  of  Agriculture,  USDC,  Bureau  of 
Census).  Currently,  six  individual  ranch  operations  (less 
than  1  percent  of  the  county  total)  have  permits  to  graze  in 
the  WSA.  The  ranch  operations  were  placed  into  two  cate- 
gories according  to  numbers  of  livestock  and  the  percent- 
age of  total  animal  unit  month  needs  provided  by  the  WSA. 
The  ranches  are  cow-calf  and  yearling  operations. 

The  dependency  of  ranch  operations  on  WSA  forage  was 
determined  by  the  percentage  of  total  required  forage  the 
WSA  provides.  Table  3.7  shows  size  categories  and  depen- 
dencies of  these  affected  ranch  operations.  Most  of  the 
ranches  are  large  livestock  operations  with  a  herd  size 
greater  than  500.  The  average  number  of  AUMs  in  the 
WSA  for  these  large  operations  is  1,600,  with  an  average 
dependency  of  12.7  percent.  All  the  ranches  are  family 
owned  with  a  few  operations  having  more  than  one  family 
associated  with  the  ranch.  Livestock  sales  are  the  primary 
source  of  income,  although  some  operations  derive  part  of 
their  income  from  cash  crops. 

Public  lands  cannot  be  treated  as  real  property  by  a  permit- 
tee. However,  the  permit  does  have  worth  for  borrowing 


TABLE  3.7 

Size  Categories  and  Dependencies 

of  Affected  Operations 

No.  of  Av.  No. 

Size  Category       Ranches       AUMs  in        Average 
(in  cow  units)     in  Category       WSA        Dependency 


1—500 

Greater  than 
500 


400 


1,600 


16.2   % 

12.7   % 


Source:  BLM,  1983 


money  and  adding  value  to  the  property  at  the  time  of  sale. 
These  values  could  be  affected  by  a  change  in  land  status, 
such  as  wilderness  designation.  Agricultural  Management 
and  Economic  Consulting  (AMEC)  (1982)  contacted  a  var- 
iety of  people  concerning  the  issue  including  representa- 
tives of  the  Federal  Land  Bank  Association,  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  the  Production  Credit  Association 
and  several  insurance  company  representatives  and  real- 
tors. The  information  collected  indicates  lenders  would 
place  a  lower  value  for  lending  purposes  on  an  operation 
containing  wilderness. 

Recreation/Wildlife  Related  Economic 
Conditions 

Since  hunting  is  the  primary  recreational  activity  in  the 
study  area,  this  section  will  focus  on  the  economic  implica- 
tions of  hunting  deer  and  antelope.  These  economic  impli- 
cations fall  into  two  categories.  The  first  is  the  value  of  the 
hunting  experience  (i.e.,  the  value  the  recreationist  would 
be  willing  to  pay).  The  other  category  is  the  amountof 
dollars  expended  for  hunting  (i.e.,  direct  expenditures). 
Since  habitat  type  would  not  change  significantly  within 
the  WSA  with  any  of  the  alternatives,  only  the  expendi- 
tures associated  with  hunting  in  the  WSA  are  analyzed  and 
not  hunting  on  other  lands  even  if  the  WSA  supplies  the 
habitat. 

It  is  estimated  that  hunting  expenditures  for  travel,  food, 
lodging  and  fees  (variable  expenditures)  average  $17  per 
day  for  resident  and  nonresident  hunters  (1980  National 
Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated 
Recreation).  Based  on  450  hunter  days  annually  in  the 
WSA,  hunting  deer  and  antelope  generates  about  $7,650 
annually  in  direct  expenditures  in  the  local  economy.  This 
is  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  expenditures  for  hunting 
for  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 
(MDFWP),  Region  Six,  which  includes  Bitter  Creek.  These 
expenditures  represent  direct  payments  to  sporting  goods 
stores,  motels,  service  stations  and  other  services.  As  this 
$7,650  is  circulated,  it  generates  about  $14,100  in  gross 
business  volume  and  about  $4,300  in  salary  and  wages. 

County  Employment  and  Earnings 

Figures  for  1976  and  1981  show  agriculture,  services  and 
government  to  be  the  main  sources  of  employment  in  Val- 
ley County  (Table  3.8).  Total  employment  decreased  during 
this  period  with  agricultural  employment  remaining  rela- 
tively stable  while  manufacturing,  services  and  govern- 
ment employment  decreased  substantially.  Construction 
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TABLE  3.8 
Valley  County  Employment  and  Earnings  by  Source  for  1976  and  1981 


Personal  Income1 

Employment 

($1,000) 

Item 

1976 

1981 

%  Change 

1976 

1981 

Proprietors 

Farm 

779 

794 

1.9 

3,205 

4,822 

Non-Farm 

496 

583 

17.5 

7,842 

9,248 

Wage  and  Salary 

Farm 

279 

273 

-2.2 

5,091 

7,697 

Agricultural  Services,  Forestry, 

29 

(D) 

— 

171 

(D) 

Fisheries  &  other 

Mining 

0 

(D) 

— 

138 

(D) 

Construction2 

214 

435 

103.0 

5,619 

25,775 

Manufacturing 

146 

92 

-37.0 

1,277 

1,415 

Transportation  and  Public  Utilities 

323 

315 

-2.5 

5,160 

8,062 

Wholesale  Trade 

176 

212 

20.5 

2,482 

3,044 

Retail  Trade 

756 

689 

-8.9 

6,279 

7,198 

Finance,  Insurance,  and  Real  Estate 

111 

144 

29.7 

1,400 

2,311 

Services 

1,034 

725 

-29.9 

12,242 

11,128 

Government 

1,011 

788 

-22.1 

9,789 

10,916 

Total 

5,354 

5,114 

-4.5 

49,648 

78,388 

(D)  Not  shown  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information.  Data  are  included  in  totals. 

1  Wage  and  salary  personal  income  includes  proprietors  income. 

2  Construction  employment  and  personal  income  increased  in  1981  with  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project.  This 
project  has  been  completed. 

Source:     Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Regional  Economic  Information  System, 
1983. 


employment  increased  292  percent  from  1980  to  1981,  with 
the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  and  has  declined 
since  then.  From  1976  to  1981,  the  total  employment  in 
Montana  increased  by  12  percent. 

Table  3.8  shows  county  earnings  by  source  for  1976  and 
1981.  In  1976,  services  were  the  major  source  of  earnings 
with  government  and  agriculture  contributing  the  next 
largest  portions.  In  1981,  agriculture  was  the  major  source 
of  earnings  with  services  and  government  contributing  the 
next  largest  portions  (excludes  construction  earnings). 
Agricultural  earnings  varied  during  the  time  period  from 
$681,000  to  $14,188,000,  while  services  and  government 
earnings  were  relatively  stable.  During  this  same  time 
period,  total  earnings  in  Montana  increased  by  17  percent 
(adjusted  for  inflation). 

Although  the  WSA  is  considered  to  have  high  potential  for 
the  occurrence  of  natural  gas  (Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  1983),  there 
are  no  natural  gas  fields  in  the  WSA  and  reservoirs  in  the 
area  can  be  expected  to  be  of  low  pressure  and  low  volume. 
Natural  gas  fields  in  Valley  County  produced  716,846  mil- 
lion cubic  feet  (MCF)  and  615,049  MCF  in  1980  and  1981 
respectively.  This  production  contributed  less  than  2  per- 
cent to  the  total  property  tax  revenues  for  Valley  County 
and  schools.  In  1980  and  1981,  less  than  20  people  were 
employed  in  the  mining  sector,  which  includes  oil  and  gas 
extraction.  Exploration  and  development  can  provide  a 
substantial  number  of  jobs,  however,  producing  fields  offer 
little  employment. 


WILDERNESS 

Wilderness  Diversity 
(Ecotype/Landform) 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  in  the  Great  Plains  Shortgrass 
Prairie  Ecoregion  (3110)  (subgroup  grama/needlegrass/ 
wheatgrass)  according  to  the  Bailey-Kuchler  System  (see 
Glossary).  This  is  a  broad  based  classification  system  that 
does  not  evaluate  site  specific  vegetation  types.  Although 
Bitter  Creek  falls  in  the  Shortgrass  Prairie  Ecoregion,  it 
better  fits  the  mixed-grass  type  classification.  UL  Bend,  a 
20,893-acre  area  managed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  presently  the  only  representative  of  the  short- 
grass  prairie  ecotype  subgroup  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  (NWPS).  Fifteen  WSAs  in  the  Charles 
M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  totaling  161,480 
acres,  are  also  in  the  057  subgroup.  These  study  areas  have 
been  endorsed  by  the  President  and  are  awaiting  Congres- 
sional action.  Five  BLM  wilderness  study  areas,  in  this 
subgroup,  have  been  preliminarily  recommended  suitable 
for  wilderness  and  are  being  managed  to  preserve  natural 
values.  Appendix  3.6  lists  all  state  and  national  represen- 
tations of  the  057  ecoregion  subgroup. 

If  the  15  USFWS  wilderness  study  areas  were  designated 
wilderness,  the  regional  target  for  the  057  ecotype  would  be 
more  than  met.  The  addition  of  the  BLM  WSAs  to  the 
NWPS  would  not  be  necessary  solely  to  balance  ecotype 
diversity. 
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As  part  of  the  Roadless  Area  Review  Evaluation  II,  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  (USFS)  examined  all  wilderness  and 
wilderness  study  areas  in  the  United  States  for  ecotype 
representation.  They  then  assigned  regional  ecotype 
targets  as  a  means  of  balancing  ecotype  diversity  in  the 
NWPS.  The  highest  target  would  have  at  least  six  wilder- 
ness areas  of  a  specific  ecotype. 

None  of  the  USFS  units  were  in  subgroup  057,  but  they  did 
identify  one  USFWS  wilderness  (UL  Bend)  and  one 
USFWS  wilderness  study  area  in  this  ecotype.  Actually, 
there  are  14  additional  USFWS  WSAs  in  ecotype  057  not 
indicated  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Wilderness  Opportunities:  Proximity 
to  Population  Centers 

There  are  no  urban  population  centers  within  5  hours  driv- 
ing time  (250  miles)  of  Bitter  Creek.  The  three  closest  urban 
areas  are  Billings  and  Great  Falls,  both  about  6  hours  from 
Bitter  Creek  and  Bismarck/Mandan,  North  Dakota,  about 
8  hours  away.  Billings  and  Great  Falls  are  "standard  met- 
ropolitan statistical  areas"  (SMSAs),  or  industrial  popula- 
tion concentrations  defined  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census. 
Billings  has  a  population  of  66,798  and  a  county-wide  popu- 
lation of  108,035  people  according  to  the  1980  Census. 
Great  Falls  has  56,725  people,  with  a  metropolitan  area 
population  of  80,696.  Bismarck/Mandan,  North  Dakota, 
(which  is  not  a  SMSA)  has  59,998  inhabitants,  and  a  met- 
ropolitan area  population  of  79,988. 

Billings  and  Great  Falls  are  within  5  driving  hours  of 
abundant  and  diverse  wilderness  areas.  There  are  1 1  areas 
containing  4,559,142  acres  within  250  miles  of  Billings  and 
18  areas  totaling  8,673,567  acres  within  250  miles  of  Great 
Falls.  These  two  cities  are  also  near  a  number  of 
administratively-endorsed  wilderness  study  areas  and 
several  other  areas  not  administratively-endorsed  but  still 
undergoing  study.  Billings  is  within  250  miles  of  54 
administratively-endorsed  wilderness  study  areas  totaling 
about  3,446,800  acres  and  107  other  WSAs  totaling 
2,457,496  acres.  There  are  68  administratively-endorsed 


study  areas  of  4,617,100  acres  and  70  other  WSAs  totaling 
1,720,578  acres  within  250  miles  of  Great  Falls. 

The  Bismarck/Mandan  metropolitan  area  has  access  to 
far  fewer  wilderness  areas.  Bismarck  is  within  250  miles  of 
seven  designated  wilderness  areas  of  approximately 
121,955  acres,  two  administratively-endorsed  wilderness 
study  areas  totaling  24,400  acres  and  five  other  wilderness 
study  areas  of  72,508  acres. 

Regional  Wilderness  Analysis 

Montana  and  North  Dakota  are  combined  into  a  region  for 
purposes  of  this  analysis.  Visitors  from  this  region  have 
good  access  to  northeastern  Montana  and  are  within  reas- 
onable driving  distance  of  this  study  area.  Portions  of  both 
of  these  states  are  within  a  250-mile  radius  of  the  WSA. 
Residents  of  the  states  have  similar  economic  and  social 
backgrounds  and  presumably  similar  demands  for  wilder- 
ness resources. 

In  the  region  there  are  19  wilderness  areas  of  3,471,064 
acres,  51  units  totaling  about  1,872,452  acres  of 
administratively-endorsed  wilderness  areas  and  63  wil- 
derness study  areas  (1,321,774  acres).  Overall,  the  region 
has  6,665,290  acres  in  133  areas  either  designated  wilder- 
ness or  with  the  potential  of  designation.  Table  3.9  shows 
the  distribution  of  designated  and  potential  wilderness 
areas  by  state. 

Wilderness  Quality  Evaluation 

Wilderness  quality  is  one  of  the  planning  criteria  consid- 
ered before  the  selection  of  BLMs  proposed  action.  Wilder- 
ness quality  is  evaluated  by  considering  four  items:  ap- 
parent naturalness,  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude, 
outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  unconfined  recrea- 
tion and  the  presence  of  special  features  such  as  outstand- 
ing scenery,  ecological,  geological,  educational  or  historic 
values.  Evaluations  of  wilderness  quality  for  each  roadless 
segment  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  follow. 


TABLE  3.9 
Wilderness  Regional  Analysis  Summary 
Approximate  Acreage  (Number  of  Areas) 


State 


BLM 


USFS 


MPS 


USFWS 


State  Total 


Statutory  Wilderness  (State  and  Agency) 


Montana 
North  Dakota 


Total 


6,000  (  1)        3,360,342  (12)  N/A 

29,920(  1) 


64,997  (3)        3,431,339  (16) 

9,805  (  2)  39,725    (  3) 

3,471,064  (19) 


Administratively  Endorsed  (State  and  Agency) 


Montana 
North  Dakota 


N/A 
N/A 


Total 


618,512  (33)      1,084,660  (2) 
7,800    (1)  N/A 


161,480(15)       1,864,652  (50) 

N/A  7,800    (  1 ) 

1,872,452  (51) 


Wilderness  Further  Study  Areas  (State  and  Agency) 

Montana  442,202(42)  871,927(20)  7,645(1) 

North  Dakota  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Total 


N/A 


1,321,774  (63) 
1,321,774  (63) 


Source:  BLM,  1983 
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Bitter  Creek  South 

SIZE 

The  southern  segment  consists  of  approximately  8,605 
acres  of  public  land.  It  forms  the  southern  tip  of  the  Bitter 
Creek  WSA  and  is  bounded  by  roads  on  the  east,  by  roads 
and  privately-owned  lands  on  the  south  and  west  and  by 
the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  and  service  road  on  the 
north. 


NATURALNESS 

The  segment  as  a  whole  appears  natural.  However,  it  does 
contain  several  man-made  developments  which  create  site 
specific  impacts  on  naturalness.  This  segment  contains  11 
miles  offence,  8  reservoirs,  a  2.25  mile  vehicle  trail  and  a 
stock  corral  (Table  3.10).  The  fence  runs  from  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  subunit  to  the  north  and  includes  a  fence 
segment  which  runs  to  the  western  border.  It  is  a  wood  and 
steel-post,  four-wire  fence  and  creates  little  visual  impact 


beyond  its  immediate  vicinity.  The  vehicle  trail  parallels 
the  eastern  edge  of  the  segment  and  is  used  by  hunters  for 
access  and  by  the  livestock  permittee  to  check  his  cows.  Its 
overall  adverse  impact  on  naturalness  is  minimal.  Two 
reservoirs  and  the  corral  are  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
boundary  roads.  Therefore,  although  they  are  apparent 
from  the  road,  they  are  unnoticeable  from  most  of  the  inte- 
rior of  the  segment.  The  other  reservoirs  are  well  screened 
by  their  locations  and  small  size. 

The  vegetation  and  landform  appears  natural  and  falls 
into  one  of  three  vegetation/landform  types.  The  first  type, 
the  core  area  badlands,  typified  by  sparse  prairie  grasses 
and  forbs,  also  contains  blowouts  of  exposed  sand  fringed 
on  the  south  sides  with  creeping  juniper.  The  second  type 
includes  the  rims  which  border  the  segment  on  the  south 
and  east,  predominantly  vegetated  by  creeping  juniper, 
buffaloberry  and  shrubs.  Between  the  bordering  roads  and 
the  rim  is  mixed  grass  prairie,  which  characterizes  the 
third  vegetation/landform  type. 


TABLE  3.10 
Manmade  Features  in  Bitter  Creek  South 


Feature 

Legal  Description 

Location 

Approximate 
Length/area 

Remarks 

Reservoir 

1 

T.  33  N.,  R.37  E., 
Sec.  27 

Southwest  Edge 

Adjacent  to  boundary  road 

2 

T.33N.,  R.37  E., 
Sec.  23 

Northwest  Edge 

Unvegetated  berm  located  in 
shallow  drainage,  willows 
growing  on  dam 

3 

T.  33  N.,  R.37  E., 
Sec.  13 

Northern  Side 

10  ac. 

Larger  reservoir 

4 

T.  33  N„  R.37  E., 
Sec.  13 

Northern  Side 

3  ac. 

Small,  well-hidden  reservoir 

5 

T.  33  N.,  R.38E., 
Sec.  19 

Eastern  Edge 

Located  next  to  corral  along 
border  road,  obvious 
manmade  structure 

6 

T.  33  N.,  R.35  E., 
Sec.  31 

Southeastern  Edge 

5  ac. 

Dam  is  visible  from  boundary 
road  at  one  point 

7 

T.  33  N.,  R.37  E., 
Sec.  26 

Southwestern  Side 

Pit  dam  in  bottom  of  drainage 
not  evident 

8 
Vehicle  Way 

T.  33  N.,  R.37  E., 
Sec.  35 

Southeast  Corner 

Pit  dam  —  not  evident 

1 

T.  33  N.,  R.  38  E., 
Sees.  17,19,30,31 

East  Side 

4.25  miles 

Hunting  access  and  permittee 
monitoring  trail 

Fence 

1 

T.  33  N.,  R.38  E., 
Sees.  12,13,22, 
23,24,26,35 

Branches  unit 
north-south 

8.5  miles 

Wood  and  steel  post  fence 
which  splits  unit.  Little  impact. 

2 

T.  33  N„  R.37  E., 
Sec.  24;  T.  33  N., 
R.  38  E.,  Sec.  19 

Southeast 

2.5  miles 

Wood  and  steel  post  cross- 
fence  in  AMP  #4071 

Corral 

1 

T.  33  N.,  R.38  E., 
Sec.  19 

East  Side 

1  ac. 

Adjacent  to  road.  Made  of 
wood  posts 
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TABLE  3.11 
Manmade  Features  in  Bitter  Creek  West 


Approximate 

Feature 

Legal  Description 

Location 

Length 

Remarks 

Reservoir 

1 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37,  E., 
Sec.  35 

Southeast  Side 

Small  pit  in  drainage 
bottom;  older,  rocked  dam. 

2 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  37 

Southeast  Edge 

Natural  appearing  small 
reservoir. 

3 

T.  34  N.,  R.37E., 
Sec.  34 

West  Side 

Natural  appearing 
revegetated  dam. 

4 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  26 

Center 

Small  dam  in  bottom  of 
small  drainage. 

5 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  24 

Eastern  Edge 

Well-hidden,  small  reservoir 

6 

T.  34N..R.  37  E., 
Sec.  13 

Northeastern  side 

Well-hidden,  small  reservoir 

7 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  15 

Northern  Side 

Rectangular  pit-type  dam 
with  low  impact. 

8 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  11 

Northern  Edge 

Natural  appearing  reservoir, 
visible  from  boundary  road. 

9 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  11 

Northern  Edge 

Small  reservoir  located  in 
drainage  bottom. 

10 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  14 

Northern  Side 

Natural  contoured  dam,  site 
specific  impact. 

11 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  1 

Northeastern  Edge 

Small  reservoir  directly 
adjacent  to  boundary  road. 

Vehicle  Ways 

1 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sees.  25,26,35 

Center 

2  mi. 

Fence  access  trail. 

2 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sees.  26,27,33,34,35 

Center 

3.25  mi. 

Fence  access  trail. 

Fence 

1. 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sees.  25,26,27 

T.  33  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sees.  3,4 

Center  and  western  side 

7  mi. 

Wood  and  metal  post  fence 
in  several  inter-connected 
segments. 

25  reservoirs,  44  miles  offence,  a  developed  spring  with  a 
2-mile  buried  water  pipeline  plus  2  tanks,  and  12.5  miles  of 
unmaintained  vehicle  trail.  The  majority  of  these  devel- 
opments occur  above  T.  34  N.  (Table  3.12). 

The  larger  reservoirs  which  contain  waterfowl  nesting 
islands  such  as  Flat  Reservoir  (T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E.,  Sec.  21), 
Jug  Reservoir  (T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E,  Sec.  21),  and  Hardrock 
Reservoir  (T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E.,  Sec.  4)  show  some  signs  of 
recent  earthmoving  but  are  revegetating  and  create  little 
additional  impact  beyond  the  sight  specific  impact  of  the 
reservoirs  themselves. 

The  spring  development  is  hidden  in  a  shrub  coulee  and  is 
accessed  by  a  grassy,  little  used  vehicle  trail.  Unless 
directly  adj  acent  to  the  spring,  visitors  would  not  be  aware 
of  its  existence. 

The  fences  are  a  mixture  of  wood  and  metal  post  designs 
which  generally  are  not  silhouetted  against  the  sky  and 
therefore  tend  to  blend  in  with  the  overall  scenery. 

Vehicle  trails  traverse  the  northern  and  southern  portions 
of  the  segment.  These  are  simply  compression  tracks 
created  by  vehicle  passage  and  are  generally  used  so  little 


that  grass  and  forbs  cover  them  up.  In  autumn,  hunter 
traffic  makes  these  trails  somewhat  more  visible.  Their 
overall  adverse  influence  on  natural  values  is  negligible. 

Three  vegetation/landform  types  are  present  in  the  seg- 
ment. The  first  type,  located  between  the  eastern  boundary 
road  and  the  rims  which  overlook  the  segment,  is  mixed 
grass  prairie.  The  rims  themselves  are  characterized  by 
quaking  aspen  and  shrubs  and  comprise  the  second  type. 
The  core  of  the  segment  is  a  badlands  type  landscape,  with 
open  shale  slopes,  scattered  grasses  and  some  "blowout" 
areas  on  the  north  side.  Overall  it  appears  that  natural 
processes  are  at  work  to  produce  and  maintain  the  present 
landscape. 

SOLITUDE 

The  eastern  segment  offers  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude.  It  contains  approximately  39,950  acres  of  public 
land,  a  state  inholding  amounting  to  640  acres  and  1,360 
acres  of  private  land  for  a  total  of  41,950  acres  inside  the 
boundaries.  The  segment  includes  portions  of  two  major 
drainages,  the  South  Fork  of  Bitter  Creek  and  the  East 
Fork  of  Willow  Creek.  Both  drainages  appear  as  broad 
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SOLITUDE 

This  segment  does  not  offer  broad  opportunities  for  out- 
standing solitude.  It  contains  approximately  8,605  acres  of 
public  land  and  a  state  inholding  of  640  acres  for  a  total  of 
9,245  acres.  The  core-to-perimeter  distance  is  approxi- 
mately lVSi  miles  and  it  is  4Vi  miles  across  at  the  widest 
point. 

The  southern  segment  is  an  expansive  bowl  with  one  major 
drainage,  Eagles  Nest  Coulee,  and  several  side  drainages 
radiating  from  the  200-foot  higher  rimlands  to  the  east. 
There  is  a  feeling  of  solitude  inside  the  bowl  but  this  is 
limited  by  both  the  absence  of  vegetative  screening  and  by 
the  lack  of  deep  drainages  to  shelter  one  visiting  party  from 
another.  The  resulting  openness  means  that  inside  this 
segment  one  visitor  can  see  another  up  to  2  miles  away. 

PRIMITIVE  RECREATION 

The  segment  does  not  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  recreation.  The  potential  recreational  activities 
include  hunting,  horseback  riding,  wildlife  viewing,  pho- 
tography, camping  and  hiking.  However,  none  of  these 
would  represent  a  challenging  or  exceptional  recreational 
opportunity. 

In  wet  conditions,  the  access  roads  would  be  impassable. 
Visitors  in  the  area  during  soaking  rainstorms  would  find 
foot  travel  extremely  difficult.  In  winter,  snow  covers  the 
lower  sections  but  is  blown  off  any  windward  areas  and 
from  exposed  heights.  This  would  make  cross-country  ski- 
ing and  other  winter  activities  very  difficult.  Summer 
temperatures  are  often  over  100°F. 

SPECIAL  FEATURES 

The  segment  contains  signs  of  early  inhabitant's  presence, 
including  scattered  tipi  rings  and  lithic  scatters. 

The  entire  segment  has  an  interesting  geologic  history.  In 
late  Pleistocene  geologic  times,  a  crack  in  the  covering 
glacier  ice,  appeared  through  which  melt-off  water  could 
flow.  This  crack  in  the  ice  was  the  reason  for  the  advanced 
erosion  which  typifies  this  segment  in  contrast  to  the  sur- 
rounding landform.  The  thin  covering  till  rapidly  eroded 
with  the  flow  of  melt  water,  exposing  the  Bearpaw  shales  to 
mass  wasting  and  developing  deep  drainage  channels. 

The  "blowout"  areas  in  the  center  of  the  segment  and  bor- 
dering the  pipeline  crossing  are  a  function  of  this  geologic 
process.  These  were  formed  by  a  greater  amount  of  glacial 
till  being  deposited  on  south  facing  slopes  than  on  north 
slopes.  A  mixture  of  wind  and  water  eroded  the  thin  till  and 
now  erodes  the  underlying  shales.  Creeping  juniper  and 
forbs  protected  the  resultant  sand/shale  "waves"  from 
further  encroachment,  leaving  the  typical  "blowout"  scen- 
ery. 

Bitter  Creek  West 

SIZE 

The  western  segment  consists  of  approximately  11,105 
acres  of  public  land.  It  forms  the  western  edge  of  the  WSA 
and  is  bounded  by  roads  on  the  north  and  east,  on  the  west 
primarily  by  private  lands  and  on  the  south  by  the  North- 
ern Border  Pipeline  Corridor. 


NATURALNESS 

The  segment  as  a  whole  appears  natural.  However,  it  does 
contain  several  man-made  developments  including  7  miles 
of  fence,  5.25  miles  of  vehicle  trail  and  11  reservoirs  that 
impact  naturalness  on  a  site  specific  basis  (Table  3.11).  The 
wood  and  metal  four- wire  fence  splits  the  segment  horizon- 
tally before  joining  the  southwest  side  of  the  segment.  Any 
adverse  visual  impact  is  localized.  The  reservoirs  are 
grouped  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  segment.  All  of  the 
reservoirs  are  either  well  hidden,  dry  or  appear  to  be  natu- 
rally occurring  prairie  potholes.  The  major  vehicle  trail 
segments  follow  the  fenceline.  The  vehicle  trails  are  primi- 
tive and  difficult  to  follow  and  create  a  minimal  visual 
impact.  The  overall  adverse  influence  of  these  range 
improvements  is  low. 

SOLITUDE 

The  segment  does  not  offer  broad  based  outstanding  oppor- 
tunities for  solitude,  other  than  in  isolated  pockets.  The 
western  section  contains  11,105  acres  of  public  land  and 
one  state  inholding  of  640  acres  for  a  total  of  1 1 ,745  acres. 
The  core  to  perimeter  minimum  distance  is  2  miles  east-to- 
west  and  3  miles  north-to-south.  The  segment  is  4  miles 
across  at  its  widest  point. 

The  western  segment  appears  open  and  undulating.  It  is 
more  deeply  dissected  on  the  western  edge  as  the  South 
Fork  of  Bitter  Creek,  which  splits  the  segment  horizontally, 
drops  into  Willow  Creek.  The  lack  of  vegetative  or  topo- 
graphic screening  detracts  from  solitude  values. 

There  are  only  minimal  interior  or  exterior  reminders  of 
man's  presence  in  the  unit.  However,  any  human  activities 
inside  or  near  the  segment  would  detract  from  the  solitude 
opportunities  due  to  the  lack  of  any  screening. 

PRIMITIVE  RECREATION 

This  segment  does  not  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation.  What  opportunities 
there  are  for  primitive  recreation  and  challenges  are  the 
same  as  those  described  for  Bitter  Creek  South. 

SPECIAL  FEATURES 

Evidence  of  early  Indian  campsites  with  firepits  and  lithic 
scatters  exist  in  this  segment. 

The  geologic  history  of  this  segment  is  the  same  as  that 
described  for  Bitter  Creek  South. 

Bitter  Creek  East 

SIZE 

The  eastern  segment  consists  of  approximately  39,950 
acres  of  public  land.  This  portion  is  the  core  of  the  unit  and 
is  bounded  by  roads  and  private  land  to  the  east,  west  and 
north  and  by  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Corridor  to  the 
south. 


NATURALNESS 

The  segment  as  a  whole  appears  natural.  However,  a 
number  of  range  developments,  in  several  areas,  impair 
naturalness  on  a  site  specific  basis.  This  segment  contains 
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sparsely  vegetated  bowls  1/4  to  1/2  mile  in  width,  and  are 
separated  by  a  low  ridgeline  in  T.  34  N. 

The  feeling  of  solitude  one  gets  in  the  main  drainage  bot- 
toms is  fragile  at  best  because  it  comes  from  an  absence  of 
people,  at  that  moment,  rather  than  the  topography. 
Vegetative  screening  is  limited  to  small  aspen  groves  on 
the  "rims."  However,  the  segments'  sheer  size  permits  a 
number  of  visitors  to  be  present  in  the  area  at  the  same  time 
without  undue  affect  on  solitude. 

PRIMITIVE  RECREATION 

The  segment  does  not  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for 


primitive  recreation.  Recreational  activities  include  hunt- 
ing, horseback  riding,  wildlife  photography,  camping  and 
hiking.  Challenges  and  hazards  are  the  same  as  those 
detailed  for  the  Bitter  Creek  South. 


SPECIAL  FEATURES 

Tipi  rings  and  lithic  scatters  attest  to  early  settlement  of 
this  portion  of  the  WSA  by  Indians. 

The  geologic  history  of  this  segment  of  the  WSA  are  the 
same  as  those  described  for  the  Bitter  Creek  South. 


TABLE  3.12 
Manmade  Features  in  Bitter  Creek  East 


Feature        Legal  Description 


Location 


Approximate 
Length 


Remarks 


Reservoir 

1 

T.  33  N.,  R. 
Sec.  4 

38  E., 

Southeastern  Side 

2 

T.  33N..R. 
Sec.  1 

37  E., 

Southwestern  Side 

3 

T.  33  N.,  R. 
Sec.  2 

37  E., 

Southwestern  Edge 

4 

T.  34N..R. 
Sec.  32 

38  E., 

South  Side 

5 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  7 

38  E., 

Northwestern  Side 

6 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  8 

38  E., 

Northwestern  Side 

7 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  5 

38  E., 

North  Side 

8 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  4 

38  E., 

North  Side 

9 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  4 

38  E., 

North  Side 

10 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  2 

38  E., 

North  Side 

11 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  11 

38  E., 

North  Side 

12 

T.  34  N.,  R. 
Sec.  1 

38  E., 

Northeastern  Side 

13 

T.  34  N„  R. 
Sec.  6 

39  E., 

Northeastern  Edge 

14 

T.  34  N.,  R 
Sec.  7 

39  E., 

Northeastern  Side 

15 

T.  34N.,  R. 
Sec.  12 

38  E., 

Northeastern  Side 

16 

T.  35  N.,  R 
Sec.  35 

37  E., 

Northwestern  Edge 

17 

T.  35  N.,  R 
Sec.  25 

37  E., 

Northwestern  Edge 

18 

T.  35  N.,  R. 
Sec.  23 

38  E., 

Northeastern  Edge 

19 

T.  35  N.,  R. 
Sec.  22 

38  E., 

Northern  Edge 

20 

T.  35  N.,  R 
Sec.  21 

38  E., 

Northern  Edge 

21 

T.  35  N.,  R 
Sec.  21 

38  E., 

Northern  Edge 

Reservoir  at  head  of  drainage, 

re-vegetated 

Located  on  bottom  of  side  drainage 

Very  noticeable  large  reservoir  with 

fishery 

Low  impact,  small  reservoir 

Small,  well-screened  reservoir 

Located  in  bottom  of  small  drainage 

Dry,  totally  revegetated  reservoir 

Larger  reservoir  with  goose  islands; 

very  visible  from  ridgeline  to  the 

south 

Large  reservoir  with  goose  islands; 

adversely  impacted  from  ridgeline  to 

the  south 

Small,  natural  appearing  reservoir 

Small,  well-vegetated  reservoir 

Older,  larger  reservoir;  well 

vegetated  and  has  a  rocked  dam 

Pit-type  resevoir;  easily  noticeable 

from  boundary  road 

Fairly  large  reservoir  visible  from 

boundary  road 

Large  earth  dam  which  is  visible 

from  the  boundary  road 

Newly  rebuilt  under  IMP 

stipulations,  earth  scar  is  presently 

obvious 

Located  in  a  minor  drainage,  very 

little  impact 

Small  pit  dam  containing  goose 

island,  located  on  flat,  open  portion 

of  the  WSA 

Located  at  head  of  open  drainage 

and  contains  goose  islands 

Recently  rebuilt  small  dam 

containing  goose  islands,  located 

on  flat,  grassy  plain 

Recently  repaired  irregular  reservoir 

containing  goose  islands,  located  in 

open  drainage 


26 


TABLE  3.12 
Manmade  Features 


(Continued) 

in  Bitter  Creek  East 


Feature        Legal  Description 


Location 


Approximate 
Length 


Remarks 


Reservoir  (Continued) 

22  T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sec.  33 

23  T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sec.  31 

24  T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sec.  30 

25  T.  35  N.,  R.38  E., 

Sec.  30 

Spring  Developments 

1  T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sec.  34 

Water  Pipeline 

1  T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sees.  21,27,28 


Northern  Side 
Northern  Side 

Northern  Side 
Northern  Edge 

Southeastern  Edge 

Eastern  Side 


Vehicle  Ways 

1 

T.  34  N.,  R.38  E., 
Sees.  30,31,32 

Southern  Edge 

2 

T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 
Sees.  4,5,6 

Center  of  Unit 

3 

T.  34  N.,  R.  39  E., 
Sees.  5,6,7,12 

T.  35  N.,  R.  39  E., 
Sec.  31 

Eastern  Side 

4 

T.35N.,  R.38  E., 
Sees.  21,22,28,33 

Northern  Side 

Fences 

1 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 

Sees.  1,2,3,4 
T.  35  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Northern  Side 

Sees.  19,20,  29,  30,31, 

32 

2 

T.  35  N„  R.38  E., 
Sees.  32,33 

T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 
Sees.  1,  2,  3 

T.  35  N.,  R.  39  E., 
Sec.  31 

Northern  Side 

3 

T.  35  N.,  R.38  E., 
Sees.  23,27,28,29,32 

Northern  Side 

4 

T.  34N.,R.  38  E., 

Center  of  Unit 

Sees.  13,14,15,16,17,18 

T.  34  N„  R.39  E., 

Sec.  18 

5 

T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sec.  1 
T.  34  N.,  R.  39  E., 

Sec.  36 

Eastern  Edge 

6 

T.  33  N.,  R.  37  E., 

Sees.  1,12 
T.  34  N.,  R.  38  E., 

Sees.  7,  18,  19,  30,36 

Western  Edge 

7 

T.  33  N.,  R.  38  E., 
Sees.  4,7,8,9 

Southern  Edge 

8 

T.  34  N.,  R.  37  E., 
Sec.  9 

Western  Edge 

9 

T.  35  N.,  R.38  E., 
Sees.  4,8,17,18,19 

Eastern  Edge 

2  miles 

4.25  mi 
3.25  mi 

3  mi 

2  mi 

8  mi 
5.75  mi 


4  mi 
7  mi 

2.5  mi 

8.25  mi 

3.5  mi 

1  mi 
4  mi 


Willows  grow  on  the  dam  of  this 

small  reservoir 

Recently  repaired  pit-type  reservoir 

containing  goose  islands,  located 

on  flat  prairie  area 

Small  dam  with  only  minor 

site-specific  impact 

Located  near  the  boundary  road  and 

visible  from  area  accessed  road. 

Revegetated 

Development  hidden  by  aspen 
grove;  serviced  by  grassy 
constructed  trail 

Buried  pipeline-water  source  is 
spring  on  private  land.  Has  2  tanks  — 
one  midway  and  one  at  end. 

Old,  well  worn  trail  across  bottom 

portion  of  WSA 

Branches  in  Sec.  6,  both  halves  dead 

end 

Minimal  trail  which  accesses  3 

reservoirs 


On  both  PD  and  private  land, 
accesses  3  reservoirs 


Metal  post,  4-wire  fence,  minor 
impact 


Metal  post,  3-wire  fence,  minor 
impact 


Wood  and  metal  posts,  4-wire  fence, 

minor  impact 

Metal  posts,  4-wire  fence,  low  impact 


Metal  posts,  4-wire  fence,  low  impact 


Wood  and  metal  posts,  4-wire  fence, 
minor  impact 


Wood  and  metal  posts,  4-wire  fence, 

minor  impact 

Metal  post,  4-wire  fence,  low  impact 

Metal  posts,  4-wire  fence,  low  impact 
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CHAPTER  4 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


This  chapter  evaluates  the  environmental  and  socio- 
economic impacts  of  implementing  the  actions  associated 
with  alternatives  presented  in  Chapter  2.  The  impacts  are 
analyzed  under  each  alternative  for  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
with  the  proposed  action  presented  first,  followed  by  the 
alternatives.  These  impacts  are  associated  with  recreation 
management,  range  management,  wildlife  management, 
and  minerals  development.  Issues  such  as  cultural  resour- 
ces, air  quality,  and  soils  would  not  be  significantly 
impacted  by  the  alternatives.  Cultural  surveys  already 
completed  indicate  low  density  of  sites  and  no  anticipated 
National  Register  sites. 

The  economic  impact  analysis  is  primarily  associated  with 
the  ranch  operations  having  grazing  permits  in  Bitter 
Creek.  The  analysis  follows  the  procedure  identified  by 
Leroy  Luft,  Agriculture  Management  and  Economic  Con- 
sulting (AMEC),  (1982).  The  impacts  identified  include  re- 
strictions on  vehicle  use  to  check  cows  and  repair  range 
improvements,  restrictions  on  range  developments  and  the 
effect  on  ranch  loan  and  sale  values.  The  possible  addi- 
tional dollar  costs  to  the  operators  as  a  result  of  vehicle  way 
closures  would  vary  widely  depending  on  use  normally 
made  of  ways  and  the  number  of  operators  involved. 
Appendix  4.1  describes  the  methodology  used  to  access 
ranch  related  economic  impacts.  None  of  the  alternatives 
would  affect  grazing  or  other  resources  enough  to  signifi- 
cantly impact  county  employment  or  earnings. 


IMPACT  ANALYSIS  BY 
ALTERNATIVE 

Proposed  Action  (No  Wilderness) 

Under  the  proposed  action  the  entire  59,660  acre  Bitter 
Creek  WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation. 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

NATURALNESS 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  appears  natural.  The  developments 
are  scattered  throughout  the  WSA  and  are  generally 
screened  by  the  topography.  A  moderate  level  of  range 
improvement  (RI)  activities  is  anticipated  during  the  first 
five  years.  Chiseling  has  been  proposed  on  22  different 
sites  for  a  total  of  2,310  acres  as  well  as  construction  of  3 
new  reservoirs  which  would  disturb  a  total  of  6  acres.  This 
would  cause  a  non-natural  appearance  on  approximately  5 
percent  of  the  WSA. 

Approximately  11  percent  (7500  acres)  of  the  WSA  is  pres- 
ently leased  (post-FLPMA)  for  natural  gas  development. 
With  this  alternative  the  entire  WSA  (59,660  acres)  would 
be  available  for  leasing  for  natural  gas.  There  is  a  possibil- 
ity of  75  wells  being  drilled  in  the  WSA  with  each  well  site 


disturbing  about  an  acre  of  land  which  would  impair  wil- 
derness natural  values.  The  success  ratio  for  a  producer  is  1 
out  of  10,  which  would  result  in  8  developed  wells  (10  per- 
cent). This  would  involve  50  miles  of  roads,  30  miles  of 
gathering  lines,  and  a  50-mile  trunk  line.  There  would  be 
direct  surface  disturbing  activities  on  approximately  775 
acres  which  would  eliminate  the  natural  appearance  from 
an  estimated  15  percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  wildlife  habitat  improvement  program  includes  the 
construction  of  20  nesting  islands  and  4  reservoir  fencing 
projects.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  these  activities  would 
reduce  the  naturalness  of  the  WSA  by  5  percent  and  would 
be  obvious  to  the  visitor. 


SOLITUDE 

Only  the  eastern  segment  of  the  WSA  (41,950  acres)  offers 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude.  The  mineral  activi- 
ties associated  with  the  natural  gas  development  would 
adversely  impact  the  wilderness  value  of  solitude. 

An  estimated  2,000  acres  (3.5  percent)  in  the  WSA  would  be 
impacted  from  the  use  of  new  vehicle  ways  associated  with 
hunting  and  off-road  vehicles  in  the  unit.  The  total  recrea- 
tional use  would  be  expected  to  increase  from  600  to  660 
visits  annually. 

PRIMITIVE  AND  UNCONFINED  RECREATION 

The  area  is  not  rated  as  having  outstanding  opportunities 
for  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  and  actual  use 
levels  are  low.  The  natural  gas  development,  the  associated 
roads  and  pipelines,  and  the  periodic  human  activity  would 
decrease  the  quality  of  primitive  recreation  opportunities 
throughout  the  entire  59,660  acre  WSA  but  because  primi- 
tive non-motorized  use  is  so  low,  no  reduction  in  use  is 
projected. 

Conclusion:  The  naturalness  of  the  WSA  would  be  reduced 
by  25  percent  as  a  result  of  the  chiseling  projects,  construc- 
tion of  reservoirs,  nesting  islands,  fences  and  natural  gas 
development.  The  opportunities  for  solitude  would  be 
reduced  on  approximately  10  percent  of  the  WSA  during 
the  two  months  that  each  well  is  being  drilled.  Although 
the  unit  does  not  have  outstanding  opportunities  for  primi- 
tive or  unconfined  recreation,  the  activities  proposed  for 
the  WSA  would  impact  the  quality  of  the  visitor's  expe- 
rience, but  there  is  no  projected  reduction  in  the  already  low 
use  levels. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Access  for  the 
Elderly/Disabled 

This  alternative  would  accommodate  the  largest  number  of 
elderly/disabled  visitors  to  the  area  since  all  of  the  59,660 
acres  and  six  existing  vehicle  ways  totaling  19.5  miles, 
would  remain  open  to  motorized  public  access.  Under  cur- 
rent MFP  guidance,  ORV  access  is  the  foundation  for  most 
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recreational  activities  in  the  area,  and  would  allow  for  the 
increase  in  level  of  use  by  this  group  of  users  by  20  percent. 
Most  of  the  use  occurs  within  1/4  mile  of  the  existing  roads 
and  vehicle  ways. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  an  increase  in  recreational  use 
associated  with  access  for  either  the  elderly  or  disabled 
from  5  to  7  visits  (20  percent)  over  the  next  5-10  years. 

Impacts  on  Recreational  Access/Use  Levels 

This  alternative  would  not  decrease  the  motorized  public 
access  or  the  related  level  of  recreational  activity,  there 
could  be  a  9  percent  increase  in  such  activities  in  the  next 
5-10  years. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  reduction  in  motorized 
access.  Recreational  use  would  increase  from  600  to  650 
visits  per  year. 

Impacts  on  Range  Improvement  Projects 

The  proposed  range  improvements  described  in  Table  3.2 
would  proceed  as  funding  and  planning  allow.  Vegetative 
production  could  increase  by  as  much  as  373  animal  unit 
months  on  the  2,310  acres  proposed  for  chiseling.  Other 
proposed  range  improvements  include  3  new  reservoirs 
enclosed  by  1/4  mile  fence  each,  which  would  improve 
livestock  distribution  and  decrease  the  overutilization  of 
some  areas  where  water  is  presently  unavailable. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  construction 
of  the  3  reservoirs  or  completion  of  chiseling  on  22  sites  for 
2,310  acres.  There  would  not  be  any  impact  to  existing 
range  improvement  maintenance  levels. 

Impacts  on  Amount  of  Noxious  Plant  Acreage 

Noxious  plants  would  continue  to  be  treated  chemically, 
biologically,  by  fire,  or  mechanically  by  grubbing.  This 
would  result  in  maximum  control  of  these  infestations. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  control  of 
noxious  plants  and  the  continued  treatment  would  main- 
taon  the  amount  of  noxious  plant  acreage  at  2  acres. 

Impacts  on  Mule  Deer  Populations 

Mule  deer  population  ranges  from  8  to  10  per  square  mile. 
Mule  deer  harvests  could  be  applied  uniformly  to  the  area 
since  unrestricted  motorized  access  would  allow  hunters  to 
reach  the  interior  of  the  WSA. 

Conclusion:  This  alternative  would  not  result  in  a  signifi- 
cant change  in  mule  deer  populations.  There  would  be  no 
change  in  the  success  of  reaching  harvest  quotas  and 
managing  big  game  populations  at  existing  levels.  As  mule 
deer  are  highly  adaptable,  the  increased  activity  will  not 
negatively  impact  the  overall  herd  size. 

Impacts  on  Coyote  Populations 

Since  unrestricted  motorized  access  would  allow  predator 
hunting  throughout  the  area,  coyote  populations  would  be 
affected  according  to  the  level  of  hunting  pressure.  A  5 
percent  increase  in  ORV  use  is  anticipated  during  hunting 
seasons. 


Conclusion:  Coyote  populations  could  decrease  slightly  if 
additional  hunting  success  is  associated  with  increased 
ORV  use. 

Impacts  on  Natural  Gas  Development 

Seventy -five  gas  wells  would  be  drilled  on  the  59,660  acres 
in  the  WSA  with  possibility  of  having  eight  producers. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  natural  gas 
development  levels. 

Impacts  on  Development  of  Other  Minerals 

The  exploration  and  development  of  sand,  gravel,  or  ben- 
tonite  pits  would  be  allowed.  There  would  be  an  increased 
demand  for  sand  and  gravel  for  use  on  the  road  systems 
associated  with  the  8  producer  wells. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  development 
of  these  other  minerals. 

Economic  Impacts 

There  would  be  no  quantifiable  ranch,  recreational  or  wild- 
life related  economic  benefits  foregone  with  the  proposed 
action.  Up  to  $6,700  of  livestock  sales  (see  Glossary)  income 
could  be  generated  by  additional  AUMs  from  range 
improvements.  However,  vicarious  values  or  knowing  that 
the  wilderness  area  exists  and  the  value  of  the  wilderness 
experience  would  be  foregone. 

Conclusion:  The  additional  373  AUMs  could  generate  up 
to  $6900  in  livestock  sales. 

Irreversible-Irretrievable  Commitment  of 
Resources 

The  non-designation  as  wilderness  could  create  an  irre- 
trievable or  irreversible  commitment  for  some  wilderness 
values  within  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA.  There  would  be  the 
loss  of  naturalness  and  the  opportunities  for  solitude.  The 
modification  of  vegetation,  the  disruption  of  wildlife,  and 
the  impact  to  scenic  quality  and  primitive  recreation,  hunt- 
ing, and  wildlife  habitat  would  conflict  at  times  with 
enhancement  of  long  term  productivity  of  other  natural 
gas  development. 

All  Wilderness  Alternative 

Under  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative,  the  entire  59,660 
acre  Bitter  Creek  WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation.  There  would  be  no  natural  gas 
development  or  recreational  ORV  use  within  the  WSA. 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

NATURALNESS 

The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  appears  natural.  Wilderness  desig- 
nation will  ensure  preservation  of  the  natural  character  of 
the  area.  The  developments  are  dispersed  throughout  the 
WSA  and  are  generally  screened  by  the  topography.  The 
proposed  chiseling  project  would  be  dropped  but  the  con- 
struction of  3  replacement  reservoirs  would  continue  and 
would  disturb  about  6  acres.  Diminished  use  of  motorized 
vehicles  for  maintenance  of  range  improvement  projects 
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over  a  10-year  span  would  enhance  natural  values.  As  there 
are  44  reservoirs,  61.9  miles  of  fence,  1  spring,  2  miles  of 
buried  pipeline  with  two  stock  tanks,  and  1  corral,  all  of 
which  would  require  maintenance  or  replacement,  the  wil- 
derness values  would  be  impaired  from  time  to  time  on  10 
percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  twenty  (20)  waterfowl  nesting  islands  would  be  con- 
structed on  three  reservoirs.  In  addition  100  feet  wide  areas 
of  riparian  vegetation  around  the  four  reservoirs  would  be 
fenced.  These  actions  would  diminish  the  natural  appear- 
ance on  about  20  acres  in  the  WSA  but  would  benefit  posi- 
tively the  wilderness  values  by  increasing  waterfowl  habi- 
tat and  riparian  vegetation  around  the  reservoirs. 

SOLITUDE 

Wilderness  designation  will  preserve  the  existing  out- 
standing solitude  in  the  portion  of  the  WSA  that  now  con- 
tains those  values  (94 1 ,950  acres) .  The  vehicle  traffic  on  the 
three  internal  roads  that  separate  the  WSA  into  3  segments 
(East,  South,  and  West)  [see  General  Setting  Map],  and 
their  visibility  from  surrounding  areas  ensures  continued 
impacts  on  solitude  values  for  approximately  2,000  acres 
along  14  miles  of  these  roads  or  about  20  percent  Of  the 
WSA. 

PRIMITIVE  OR  UNCONFINED  RECREATION 

The  WSA  does  not  have  outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  or  unconfined  recreation.  Recreational  opportun- 
ities including  mule  deer  and  predator  hunting,  hiking,  and 
camping  would  continue  to  be  available  but  increased  non- 
motorized  recreational  use  is  not  projected. 

Conclusion:  The  wilderness  values  of  naturalness  and 
opportunities  for  solitude  would  be  enhanced  on  most  of  the 
WSA.  The  continuation  of  primitive  recreational  opportun- 
ities such  as  hiking,  camping  and  hunting  in  isolated  natu- 
ral settings  would  remain.  Wilderness  designation  would 
preserve  the  WSAs  special  features  such  as  the  scenic 
attributes  and  the  aspen  groves  on  the  rim  of  the  WSA  and 
would  protect  the  area's  wildlife  habitat. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Access  for  the 
Elderly/Disabled 

Wilderness  designation  would  close  59,660  acres  and  six 
vehicle  ways  totaling  19.5  miles  to  motorized  travel. 
Because  of  their  total  dependency  on  vehicles,  an  estimated 
five  elderly  and/or  disabled  people  would  be  precluded 
from  visiting  the  interior  of  the  WSA  yearly.  Most  use 
occurs  within  1/4  mile  of  the  roads  or  vehicle  ways.  The 
remaining  portions  of  the  WSA  does  not  receive  use  by  the 
elderly/disabled  visitor. 

Conclusion:  This  alternative  would  preclude  use  by  an 
estimated  five  elderly  and/or  disabled  visitors  yearly. 

Impacts  on  Recreational  Access/Use  Levels 

This  motorized  access  closure  would  reduce  the  number  of 
hunters,  fishermen,  and  sightseeres  from  595  visits  to  325 

visits. 

Conclusion:  Declining  recreational  access  levels  would 
result  in  a  56  percent  reduction  in  hunter  visits  to  this  area 
and  a  14  percent  decrease  in  other  recreational  activity 
levels. 


Impacts  on  Range  Improvement  Projects 

Bitter  Creek  WSA  has  3  reservoirs  proposed  within  the 
Upper  Canyon  Creek  allotment,  which  is  in  an  area  of 
about  2,000  acres  that  has  high  natural  values.  The  need 
for  those  range  improvements  is  to  draw  livestock  into  an 
underutilized  area  and  relieve  some  of  the  pressure  on  the 
rest  of  the  allotment  in  the  unit  (Figure  3.1).  The  underutil- 
ized area  is  receiving  light  use  (21-40  percent).  It  is  esti- 
mated that  with  the  proposed  water  development,  utiliza- 
tion levels  should  increase  10  percent  to  a  moderate 
category.  A  possible  373  animal  unit  month  increase  would 
be  foregone  by  restricting  chiseling  on  approximately  2,310 
acres  of  clubmoss/blue  grama  sod-bound  rangeland  in  fair 
or  lower  range  condition. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  have  a  moder- 
ate to  high  impact  to  range  management,  mostly  due  to  the 
restriction  on  range  developments.  New  range  improve- 
ments could  not  be  allowed  solely  to  increase  livestock 
numbers.  The  three  reservoirs  would  be  reconstructed.  The 
chiseling  project  would  not  be  accomplished.  Maintenance 
would  continue  on  the  range  improvement  projects  but 
would  be  done  primarily  on  foot  or  horseback  using  hand 
tools. 


Impacts  on  Amount  of  Noxioux  Plant  Acreage 

Noxious  plants  would  be  controlled  as  they  become  a  threat 
to  lands  adjacent  to  the  WSA  or  begin  to  spread  within  the 
study  area.  Without  controls,  infestations  are  expected  to 
increase  1/4  acre  per  year. 

Conclusion:  Noxious  plants  would  be  controlled  as  they 
become  a  threat  to  lands  adjacent  to  the  WSA  or  begin  to 
spread  within  the  study  area. 


Impacts  on  Mule  Deer  Populations 

The  dominant  big  game  species  is  mule  deer.  This  popula- 
tion ranges  from  8  to  10  deer  per  square  mile.  The  closure  of 
19.5  miles  of  vehicle  ways  would  reduce  deer  harvest  in  the 
WSA,  specially  the  core  area.  Local  hunters  traditionally 
drive  the  entire  WSA,  both  on  and  off  vehicle  ways,  and  are 
accustomed  to  harvesting  their  deer  in  this  fashion.  It  can 
be  assumed  that  with  this  alternative,  game  management 
harvest  goals  would  be  reached  only  around  the  perimeter 
of  the  WSA.  With  very  few  exceptions,  only  trophy  animal 
harvest  could  be  expected  within  the  interior  of  the  WSA. 
There  would  be  essentially  no  antlerless  deer  harvest 
within  the  core  area.  Big  game  populations  could  increase 
up  to  25  percent,  to  approximately  10  to  12.5  deer  per  square 
mile.  This  area  already  supports  one  of  the  Valley  Resource 
Area's  highest  deer  densities  and  carrying  capacity  prob- 
lems could  occur  in  the  future. 

Conclusion:  Mule  deer  populations  could  increase  up  to  25 
percent,  causing  some  reduction  of  herd  quality. 


Impacts  on  Coyote  Populations 

This  alternative  would  halt  the  use  of  motorized  vehicles 
and  aircraft  for  hunting  coyotes  which  could  result  in  a 
slight  increase  in  the  coyote  population. 

Conclusion:  No  significant  increase  in  coyote  numbers 
would  be  expected  from  this  alternative  alone. 
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Impacts  on  Natural  Gas  Development 

Seventy-five  gas  wells  of  which  8  are  estimated  to  be  pro- 
ducers (10  percent  success  ratio)  are  projected  to  be  drilled. 
These  wells  would  not  be  completed  so  as  to  maintain  the 
wilderness  values  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA.  The  potential 
for  the  occurrence  of  natural  gas  is  rated  high. 

Conclusion:  The  opportunity  to  drill  75  natural  gas  wells 
would  be  foregone.  Also  up  to  8  production  wells  with  an 
undetermined  volume  of  natural  gas  would  be  foregone. 


Impacts  on  Development  of  Other  Minerals 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  exploration  for  or 
development  of  other  minerals  (bentonite,  sand  and  gravel) 
in  the  WSA.  There  would  be  no  impacts  because  there 
would  be  no  demand  for  sand  and  gravel  if  the  natural  gas 
wells  are  not  drilled. 

Conclusion:  Although  this  alternative  would  not  allow 
exploration  for  or  development  of  other  minerals  in  the 
WSA,  the  impact  would  be  insignificant  because  of  the  low 
probability  of  other  mineral  occurrence. 


Ranch  Related  Economic  Impacts 

The  substitution  of  horses  for  casual  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  increased  expenses  of  approximately  $530  and 
about  640  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  The  potential 
loss  in  loan  value  could  be  as  much  as  $659,000  (see  Appen- 
dix 4.2).  Six  operators  have  BLM  permits  to  graze  within 
the  WSA.  These  impacts  would  be  split  among  the  various 
operators.  Restrictions  on  range  improvements,  such  as 
water  development  could  impact  livestock  distribution  and 
inhibit  attempts  to  increase  conception  rates  and  subse- 
quently livestock  sales. 

With  restrictions  on  range  improvements  a  possible  373 
animal  unit  month  increase  in  livestock  forage  would  be 
forgone,  thus  preventing  livestock  sales  from  increasing  by 
an  estimated  $6,900.  The  loss  of  potential  livestock  sales 
would  be  less  than  1  percent  of  Valley  County's  total  live- 
stock sales  for  1982. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  could  result  in 
increased  ranch  maintenance  expenses  of  $530  and  up  to 
640  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  The  livestock  sales 
associated  with  the  additional  373  AUMs  of  forage  could 
increase  annually  by  an  estimated  $6900. 


Recreation/Wildlife  Related  Economic  Impacts 

With  restrictions  on  motor  vehicle  use,  there  would  be  a 
decrease  of  250  hunter  days  annually.  This  would  decrease 
hunting  expenditures  by  an  estimated  $4,250  annually  for 
the  regional  economy  which  is  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  expenditure  for  hunting  in  Montana  Department 
ofFish,  Wildlife  and  Park's  (MDFWP)  Region  Six.  This 
decrease  would  be  partially  offset  by  a  temporary  increase 
in  non-hunting  use  and  expenditures  of  approximately 
$600.  Decreased  spending  would  impact  local  businesses 
that  serve  recreationists,  however,  the  Glasgow  area 
regional  economy  would  not  be  significantly  affected. 

Conclusion:  Hunting  expenditures  could  decrease  annu- 
ally by  an  estimated  $4,250  . 


Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative  39,950  acres  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
would  be  recommended  suitable  for  wilderness  designa- 
tion. There  would  be  no  natural  gas  development  or  recrea- 
tional ORV  use  within  this  portion  of  the  WSA.  The 
remaining  19,710  acres  would  be  recommended  nonsuita- 
ble. 


Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

NATURALNESS 

The  eastern  roadless  area  appears  natural.  This  alterna- 
tive would  ensure  the  maintenance  of  the  natural  values  on 
39,950  acres  in  the  WSA.  The  developments  are  dispersed 
throughout  the  suitable  segment  and  generally  screened  by 
the  topography.  Required  maintenance  would  be  done  on 
25  reservoirs,  44  miles  offence,  1  spring  development,  and  a 
2-mile  buried  water  pipeline  with  2  tanks.  The  natural  wil- 
derness values  would  be  impaired  from  time  to  time  on  10 
percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  thirteen  waterfowl  nesting  islands  would  be  con- 
structed on  two  reservoirs.  In  addition  a  100  foot  wide  area 
of  riparian  vegetation  around  the  three  reservoirs  would  be 
fenced.  These  actions  would  diminish  the  natural  appear- 
ance on  about  12  acres  in  the  WSA,  but  it  would  benefit 
positively  the  wilderness  values  by  increasing  waterfowl 
habitat  and  riparian  vegetation  around  the  reservoirs. 

The  19,710  acres  not  designated  as  wilderness  would  be 
open  to  the  following  activities:  ORV  use,  the  development 
of  25  gas  wells,  and  the  construction  of  7  waterfowl  nesting 
islands,  the  construction  of  three  reservoirs,  and  a  1310 
acre  chiseling  project  on  1 1  sites.  Naturalness  would  be  lost 
or  reduced  on  the  entire  19,710  acre  area  (about  30  percent 
of  the  WSA). 


SOLITUDE 

This  alternative  will  preserve  the  existing  outstanding  sol- 
itude values  on  39,950  acres.  The  Bitter  Creek  East  segment 
includes  the  irregular  and  undistinguishable  northern 
boundary.  The  impacts  to  solitude  values  would  be 
expected  from  unintentional  trespass  by  ORV  vehicles 
especially  during  hunting  season  and  would  affect  about  8 
percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  internal  roads  discussed  under  the  All  Wilderness 
Alternative  now  become  the  boundary  roads  for  this  seg- 
ment and  would  impact  these  values  to  a  lesser  degree  (5 
percent). 

PRIMITIVE  AND  UNCONFINED  RECREATION 

While  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  are  not  consi- 
dered outstanding,  the  activity  and  noise  associated  with 
gas  well  development  (3  producers)  and  ORV  use  would 
diminish  the  quality  of  primitive  recreatioal  experiences  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  vehicle  ways  and  developments. 

Conclusion:  On  the  39,950  acres  that  are  recommended 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation,  the  naturalness  and 
opportunities  for  solitude  would  be  preserved  and  the 
scenic  and  recreational  values  would  be  maintained. 

These  values  would  be  reduced  by  30  percent  on  the  19,710 
acre  non-suitable  segment. 
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Impacts  on  Recreation  Access  for  the 
Elderly/Disabled 

This  alternative  would  close  39,950  acres  and  four  vehicle 
ways  totaling  12.5  miles  to  motorized  travel.  Visits  by  the 
elderly  and/or  disabled  would  be  reduced  by  60  percent. 
Most  of  the  use  occurs  within  1/4  mile  of  the  roads  and 
vehicle  ways.  The  off  road  portions  of  the  WSA  do  not 
receive  use  by  the  elderly  and  disabled  visitor. 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreation  access  for  the 
elderly/disabled  on  the  remaining  19,710  acres  in  the  Bit- 
ter Creek  WSA. 

Conclusion:  This  alternative  would  result  in  a  60  percent 
decrease  in  visits  by  the  elderly/disabled  populace. 

Impacts  on  Recreational  Access/Use  Levels 

This  motorized  access  closure  would  reduce  the  number  of 
hunters,  fishermen,  and  sightseers  from  595  visits  to  350 
visits. 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreation  access  levels  on 
the  remaining  19,710  acres  in  this  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  declining  recreational  access  levels 
would  result  in  a  50  percent  reduction  in  hunter  visits,  and 
a  14  percent  decrease  in  non-hunter  visits. 

Impacts  on  Range  Improvement  Projects 

A  possible  increase  of  approximately  168  AUMs  would  be 
foregone  by  restricting  mechanical  treatment  (chiseling) 
on  approximately  1,000  acres  at  11  different  sites  in  this 
segment.  No  other  range  improvement  projects  are  pro- 
posed. 

The  proposed  range  improvements  in  the  remaining  19,710 
acres  (3  new  reservoirs  and  chiseling  on  1,310  acres)  would 
be  constructed  and  maintained  as  funds  become  available. 
Vegetative  production  could  increase  by  as  much  as  205 
AUMs  from  the  chiseling  project. 

Conclusion:  The  Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative  would  have 
a  low  to  moderate  impact  on  range  management.  The  chi- 
seling project  on  1,000  acres  would  not  be  accomplished. 
Maintenance  would  continue  on  the  existing  range 
improvement  projects,  but  would  be  done  primarily  on  foot 
or  horseback  using  hand  tools  in  the  suitable  segment. 

There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  construction  of  3  reser- 
voirs and  completion  of  chiseling  on  1 1  sites  (1,310  acres)  in 
the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA. 

Impacts  on  Amount  of  Noxious  Plant  Acreage 

Noxious  plants  on  this  39,950  acre  suitable  segment  would 
be  treated  as  they  become  a  threat  to  adjacent  lands  or 
begin  to  spread  within  this  segment.  Without  treatment, 
infestations  are  expected  to  increase  1/4  acre  per  year.  The 
methods  of  control  would  be  limited  to  grubbing  with  hand- 
tools  and  to  chemical  applications.  Currently,  there  are  no 
infestations  under  treatment  in  the  suitable  segment. 

Noxious  plants  in  the  non-suitable  segment  would  be  con- 
trolled as  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  amount  of 
noxious  plants  in  the  19,710  acre  segment  and  continued 
treatment  would  maintain  the  infestation  at  2  acres. 


Impacts  on  Mule  Deer  Populations 

This  partial  wilderness  alternative  would  have  essentially 
the  same  impacts  on  mule  deer  as  the  All  Wilderness  Alter- 
native, except  on  less  acreage.  The  closure  of  12.5  miles  of 
vehicle  access  would  reduce  the  mule  deer  harvest. 

Hunter  success  on  the  19,710  acre  segment  would  not  be 
limited  by  ORV  restrictions.  Even  with  the  new  access 
roads  associated  with  natural  gas  development,  the  hunt- 
ing use  levels  and  therefore  harvest  of  mule  deer  are  not 
projected  to  increase  significantly  in  this  segment. 

Conclusion:  Mule  deer  populations  could  increase  up  to  25 
percent  in  this  39,950  acre  segment,  causing  some  reduc- 
tion of  herd  quality. 

There  would  be  no  impact  to  mule  deer  populations  on  the 
remaining  19,710  acres  in  this  WSA. 

Impacts  on  Coyote  Populations 

There  would  be  no  significant  change  in  coyote  popula- 
tions. 

Impacts  on  Natural  Gas  Development 

Fifty  gas  wells  are  projected  for  exploration  work  with  the 
possibility  of  having  five  production  wells  on  line  (10  per- 
cent success  ratio).  These  wells  would  not  be  drilled  so  as  to 
maintain  the  wilderness  values  on  this  39,950-acre  suitable 
segment  of  the  WSA.  The  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
natural  gas  is  rated  high. 

Twenty-five  gas  wells  would  be  drilled  with  possibility  of 
having  3  producers  on  the  remaining  19,970  acres. 

Conclusion:  The  opportunity  to  drill  50  natural  gas  wells 
would  be  foregone  on  the  39,950  acres.  Up  to  five  producing 
wells  with  an  undetermined  volume  of  natural  gas  would 
be  foregone.  There  would  be  no  impact  on  natural  gas 
development  on  the  19,970  acres. 

Impacts  on  Development  of  Other  Minerals 

No  exploration  for  or  development  of  other  minerals  (ben- 
tonite,  sand  and  gravel)  would  be  allowed  on  this  39,950 
acre  segment. 

There  would  be  an  increased  demand  for  sand  and  gravel 
for  use  on  the  road  systems  associated  with  the  three  pro- 
ducer wells.  The  exploration  and  development  of  these  sale 
materials  would  be  permissible  on  the  remaining  19,710 
acres. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  could  preclude 
further  exploration  and  development  on  39,950  acres  but 
the  impact  would  be  insignificant  because  of  low  probabil- 
ity for  this  type  mineral  occurrence.  There  would  be  no 
impact  to  the  minerals  industry  on  the  remaining  19,710 
acres  in  the  WSA. 

Ranch  Related  Economic  Impacts 

The  substitution  of  horses  for  casual  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  increased  expenses  of  approximately  $450  and 
about  460  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  The  potential 
loss  in  loan  value  could  be  as  much  as  $421,000  (see  Appen- 
dix 4.2).  Six  operators  have  BLM  permits  to  graze  within 
this  segment.  These  impacts  would  be  split  among  the 
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various  operators.  Restrictions  on  range  improvements, 
such  as  water  development  could  affect  livestock  distribu- 
tion and  inhibit  attempts  to  increase  conception  rates  and 
subsequently  livestock  sales. 

A  possible  increase  of  168  AUMs  would  be  foregone  with 
this  alternative,  thus  preventing  livestock  sales  from 
increasing  by  an  estimated  $3, 100. The  loss  of  potential 
livestock  sales  would  be  less  than  1  percent  of  Valley  Coun- 
ty's total  livestock  sales  for  1982. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  could  result  in 
increased  ranch  maintenance  expenses  of  $450  and  up  to 
460  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  Livestock  sales 
could  decrease  yearly  by  an  estimated  $3100. 

Recreation/Wildlife  Related  Economic  Impacts 

With  restrictions  on  motor  vehicle  use  there  would  be  a 
decrease  of  225  hunter  days  annually.  This  would  decrease 
hunting  expenditures  by  an  estimated  $3,825  annually  for 
the  regional  economy  which  is  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  expenditures  on  hunting  for  MDFWP  Region  Six. 
Decreased  spending  would  impact  local  businesses  that 
serve  recreationists,  however,  the  Glasgow  area  regional 
economy  would  not  be  significantly  affected. 

Conclusion:  Hunting  expenditures  could  decrease  annu- 
ally by  an  estimated  $3,825. 

Enhanced  Wilderness  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative  26,000  acres  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
would  be  recommended  suitable  for  wilderness  designa- 
tion. There  would  be  no  natural  gas  development  or  recrea- 
tional ORV  use  within  the  WSA.  The  remaining  33,660 
acres  would  be  recommended  non-suitable. 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

NATURALNESS 

A  core  unit  of  26,000  acres  appears  natural.  This  alterna- 
tive will  ensure  the  maintenance  of  existing  natural  values 
on  this  acerage.  The  developments  are  dispersed  and 
generally  screened  by  the  topography.  Required  mainte- 
nance would  be  done  on  the  15  reservoirs,  25  miles  offence, 
1  spring  development,  and  2  miles  of  buried  water  pipeline 
for  range  use.  The  maintenance  would  impair  the  natural- 
ness values  in  the  26,000  acre  segment  from  time  to  time  on 
8  percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  nine  (9)  waterfowl  nesting  islands  would  be  con- 
structed on  one  reservoir.  In  addition  a  100  foot  wide  area  of 
riparian  vegetation  around  the  reservoir  would  be  fenced. 
These  actions  would  diminish  the  natural  appearance  on 
about  10  acres  in  the  WSA  but  would  benefit  positively  the 
wilderness  values  by  increasing  waterfowl  habitat  and 
riparian  vegetation  around  the  reservoir.  This  would 
impact  5  percent  of  the  natural  values. 

The  remaining  33,600  acres  would  have  natural  values  lost 
or  reduced  from  the  construction  of  three  reservoirs,  explo- 
ration of  35  gas  wells,  chiseling  on  2310  acres  at  22  different 
sites,  and  the  construction  of  11  waterfowl  nesting  islands. 

SOLITUDE 

This  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA  includes  12  miles  of  vehi- 
cle ways  which  would  be  closed  to  recreational  ORV  use. 


The  internal  road  system  discussed  under  All  Wilderness 
Alternative  becomes  a  part  of  suitable  segment  boundary. 
This  would  improve  the  area's  opportunities  for  solitude 
wilderness  values  on  30  percent  of  the  WSA. 

The  33,660  acres  recommended  as  non-suitable  for  wilder- 
ness would  be  open  to  ORV  use,  construction  of  3  reser- 
voirs, exploration  of  35  gas  wells,  and  chiseling  on  2,310 
acres.  This  would  create  a  moderate  impact  on  the  wilder- 
ness values. 

PRIMITIVE  AND  UNCONFINED  RECREATION 

The  WSA  does  not  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  and  unconmfined  recreation.  Therefore  no 
impact  is  anticipated.  While  these  values  are  not  rated  as 
outstanding,  the  natural  gas  development,  associated 
roads  and  pipelines,  and  periodic  human  activity  would 
decrease  the  quality  of  primitive  recreation  experience 
through  the  entire  59,660  acre  WSA. 

Conclusion:  On  the  26,000  acres  recommended  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation,  the  size,  naturalness,  and  solitude 
values  would  be  improved  slightly.  The  special  features  - 
scenic  and  cultural  values  -  would  be  maintained.  On  the 
33,660  acre  non-suitable  segment,  these  values  would  be 
impaired  resulting  in  a  moderate  impact. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Access  for  the 
Elderly/Disabled 

This  alternative  would  close  26,000  acres  and  four  vehicle 
ways  totalling  12.5  miles  to  motorized  travel.  Visits  by  the 
elderly  and/or  disabled  would  be  reduced  by  40  percent. 
Most  of  this  use  occurs  within  1/4  mile  of  the  roads  and 
vehicle  ways.  The  off  road  portions  of  the  WSA  do  not 
receive  use  by  the  elderly  and  disabled  visitor. 

There  would  be  no  impacts  to  recreational  access  for  the 
elderly/disabled  on  the  remaining  33,660  acres. 

Conclusion:  This  alternative  would  result  in  a  40  percent 
reduction  in  visits  by  the  elderly  and/or  disabled. 


Impacts  on  Recreational  Access/Use  Levels 

This  motorized  access  closure  would  reduce  the  number  of 
hunters,  fishermen,  and  sightseers  from  595  visits  to  425 
visits. 

Conclusion:  The  declining  recreational  access  levels 
would  result  in  a  40  percent  reduction  in  hunter  visits  to 
this  area,  and  a  14  percent  long-term  decrease  in  non- 
hunter  visits. 

Impacts  on  Range  Improvement  Projects 

No  range  improvement  projects  are  proposed  on  the  26,000 
acre  suitable  segment. 

The  proposed  range  improvements  on  the  remaining 
33,660  acres  (3  reservoirs  and  chiseling  on  2,310  acres) 
would  be  constructed  and  maintained  as  funds  become 
available.  Vegetative  production  would  increase  by  as 
much  as  373  AUMs  from  the  chiseling  project. 

Conclusion:  The  Enhanced  Wilderness  Management 
Alternative  would  have  less  impact  than  the  All  Wilder- 
ness or  Bitter  Creek  East  Alternatives.  The  maintenance 
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would  continue  on  the  existing  range  improvement  pro- 
jects but  would  be  accomplished  primarily  on  foot  or  horse- 
back using  hand  tools  on  the  26,000-acre  segment. 

There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  construction  of  3  reser- 
voirs and  the  completion  of  22  chiseling  sites  (2,310  acres). 

Impacts  on  Amount  of  Noxioux  Plant  Acreage 

Noxious  plants  on  this  26,000  acre  suitable  segment  would 
be  treated  as  they  become  a  threat  to  adjacent  lands  or 
begin  to  spread  within  this  segment.  The  methods  of  con- 
trol would  be  limited  to  grubbing  with  handtools  or  to 
chemical  applications.  Without  treatment,  growth  would 
be  1/4  acre  per  year.  Currently,  there  are  no  infestations 
under  treatment  in  this  segment. 

Noxious  plants  in  the  non-suitable  segment  would  be 
treated  as  discussed  in  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  amount  of 
noxious  plants  in  the  33,660  acre  nonsuitable  segment  and 
continued  treatment  would  maintain  the  existing  infesta- 
tions at  2  acres. 

Impacts  on  Mule  Deer  Populations 

The  dominant  big  game  species  is  mule  deer.  This  popula- 
tion ranges  from  8  to  10  deer  per  square  mile  in  the  WSA. 
This  partial  wilderness  alternative  would  have  essentially 
the  same  impacts  on  mule  deer  populations  as  the  All  Wil- 
derness Alternative,  except  on  less  acreage.  The  closure  of 
12.5  miles  of  vehicle  way  would  reduce  the  deer  harvest  in 
the  area. 

Hunter  success  on  the  33,660  acre  segment  would  not  be 
limited  by  ORV  restrictions.  Even  with  the  new  access 
roads  associated  with  the  natural  gas  development  activi- 
ties, the  hunting  use  levels  and  therefore  the  harvest  of 
mule  deer  is  not  projected  to  increase  significantly. 

Conclusion:  Mule  deer  populations  could  increase  up  to  25 
percent  in  this  26,000  acre  segment,  causing  some  reduc- 
tion of  herd  quality.  There  would  be  no  impact  to  mule  deer 
populations  on  the  remaining  33,660  acres  in  the  WSA. 

Impacts  of  Coyote  Populations 

There  would  be  no  significant  change  in  coyote  popula- 
tions. 

Impacts  on  Natural  Gas  Development 

Forty  natural  gas  wells  are  projected  for  exploration  with 
the  possibility  of  having  four  producers  on  line.  These  wells 
would  not  be  drilled  so  as  to  maintain  the  wilderness  values 
on  the  26,000  acres.  The  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
natural  gas  is  rated  high. 

Thirty-five  gas  wells  would  be  drilled  with  possibility  of 
having  4  producers  on  the  remaining  33,660  acres. 


Conclusion:  The  opportunity  to  drill  40  natural  gas  wells 
would  be  foregone  on  the  26,000  acres.  Up  to  four  producing 
wells  with  an  undetermined  volume  of  natural  gas  would 
be  foregone. 

There  would  be  no  impact  on  natural  gas  development  (35 
wells)  on  the  33,660  acres. 

Impacts  on  Development  of  Other  Minerals 

No  exploration  for  or  development  of  other  minerals  (ben- 
tonite,  sand  and  gravel)  would  be  allowed  on  this  26,000- 
acre  segment.  There  would  be  an  increased  demand  for 
sand  and  gravel  for  use  on  the  road  systems  associated 
with  the  four  producer  wells.  The  exploration  and  devel- 
opment of  these  sale  materials  would  be  permissible  on  the 
remaining  33,660  acres. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  could  preclude 
further  exploration  and  development  on  26,000  acres.  The 
impact  would  be  insignificant  with  the  low  probability 
projected  in  the  GEM  Report  for  this  type  of  mineral  occur- 
rence. There  would  be  no  impact  to  the  minerals  industry 
on  the  remaining  33,660  acres  in  the  WSA. 

Ranch  Related  Economic  Impacts 

The  substitution  of  horses  for  casual  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  increased  expenses  of  approximately  $360  and 
about  260  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  The  potential 
loss  in  loan  value  could  be  as  much  as  $269,000  (see  Appen- 
dix 4.2).  Five  operators  have  BLM  permits  to  graze  on  the 
lands  in  this  segment.  These  impacts  would  be  split  among 
the  various  operators.  Restrictions  on  range  improve- 
ments, such  as  water  development  (Table  3.2),  could  affect 
livestock  distribution  and  inhibit  attempts  to  increase  con- 
ception rates  and  subsequently  livestock  sales. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  could  result  in 
increased  ranch  maintenance  expenses  of  $360  and  up  to 
260  additional  hours  of  labor  annually.  Livestock  sales 
associated  with  the  373  AUMs  could  increase  yearly  by 
$6900. 

Recreation/Wildlife  Related  Economic  Impacts 

With  restrictions  on  motor  vehicle  use  there  would  be  a 
decrease  of  150  hunter  days  annually.  This  would  decrease 
hunting  expenditures  by  an  estimated  $2,550  annually  for 
the  regional  economy  which  is  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  expenditures  on  hunting  for  MDFWP  Region  Six. 
Decreased  spending  would  impact  the  local  businesses  that 
serve  recreationists,  however,  the  Glasgow  area  regional 
economy  would  not  be  significantly  affected. 

Conclusion:  Hunting  expenditures  could  decrease  annu- 
ally by  an  estimated  $2,550. 
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CHAPTER  5 
CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


SCOPING  FOR  THE  BITTER 
CREEK  WILDERNESS 
STUDY/EIS 

The  long  history  of  input  from  private  individuals,  organi- 
zations and  local,  county  and  state  governments  was  con- 
sidered while  selecting  the  range  of  alternatives  and  the 
key  issues  analyzed  in  this  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS). 

The  scoping  process  began  early  in  1979  and  continued  in 
December  of  1979,  with  a  public  meeting  in  Glasgow  which 
identified  Bitter  Creek  as  a  wilderness  study  area  (WSA). 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  received  approx- 
imately 2,000  responses  to  their  meeting  in  opposition  of 
the  WSA  study.  Many  of  these  letters  and  verbal  comments 
helped  in  formulating  the  issues  analyzed  in  this  draft. 

In  March  1980,  the  Montana  Wilderness  Final  Inventory 
Decision  -Bitter  Creek  was  released  and  then  protested  by 
more  than  1,600  individuals  and  groups  who  wanted  the 
area  removed  from  wilderness  study  status.  The  study  was 
then  delayed  by  28  appeals  made  to  the  Interior  Board  of 
Land  Appeals  (IBLA).  The  IBLA  ruled  on  these  appeals  in 
favor  of  BLM  on  April  6, 1986,  and  cleared  the  way  for  the 
WSA  study. 

On  July  29, 1983,  a  Federal  Register  notice  announced  the 
study  and  invited  all  interested  parties  to  comment  on 
issues  and  possible  study  alternatives. 

At  the  same  time  news  releases  announcing  the  WSA  study 
and  soliciting  comments  on  issues  and  possible  study 
alternatives  appeared  in  local  papers  in  eastern  Montana. 
Both  the  Federal  Register  notice  and  the  news  releases 
announced  open  houses  to  be  held  in  Glasgow,  Montana  on 
August  10  and  11,  1983. 

These  news  releases  were  followed  by  an  issue  brochure 
mailed  to  2,000  individuals  on  the  Bitter  Creek  mailing  list. 
This  brochure  listed  the  areas  of  concern  identified  by  the 
inventory  process  as  well  as  a  possible  range  of  alterna- 
tives and  requested  comments  on  these  issues  and  alterna- 
tives. 

The  Governor  of  Montana  was  briefed  on  the  study  and 
asked  to  tour  the  area  as  part  of  the  public  input  process.  In 
addition,  the  Grazing  Advisory  Board  and  the  Multiple 
Use  Advisory  Board  of  the  Lewistown  BLM  District  were 
briefed  on  the  issues  and  asked  to  expand  on  them  if  neces- 
sary. Both  boards  were  invited  to  tour  the  study  area.  In 
October  1983,  the  Governor's  Wilderness  Review  Commit- 
tee and  both  boards  toured  the  study  area.  While  no  com- 
ment was  provided  on  issues  or  alternatives  by  the  Gover- 
nor's Wilderness  Review  Committee,  both  advisory  boards 
passed  a  unanimous  resolution  supporting  a  No  Wilder- 
ness Alternative  for  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  and  reiterated 
the  issues  identified  in  the  preliminary  brochure. 


During  the  initial  round  of  public  involvement  in  late  1979 
and  1980,  approximately  50  personalized  letters,  1,400  form 
letters  and  a  petition  with  102  signatures  were  received. 
Fewer  than  10  of  these  letters  supported  studying  the  Bitter 
Creek  area  for  wilderness  designation.  The  petition  and  all 
form  letters  were  against  any  wilderness  designation.  Very 
little  interest  from  people  outside  the  local  area  was  indi- 
cated at  this  time. 

During  subsequent  stages  of  public  involvement  in  1983, 
input  was  received  via  individual  letters,  comments  soli- 
cited at  open  houses  and  a  petition.  Approximately  400 
people  (99%  from  the  local  area)  signed  a  petition  against 
wilderness  designation.  Of  the  45  letters  received,  40  were 
against  designation.  Nineteen  out-of-area  and  10  out-of- 
state  letters  were  received.  Of  the  out-of-area  letters,  5  were 
in  favor  of  designation  and  14  were  against.  Of  the  out-of- 
state  letters  4  were  in  favor  of  designation  and  6  were 
against.  Of  the  97  comments  received  at  the  open  houses,  93 
listed  problems  associated  with  designation  and  4  indi- 
cated a  positive  attitude  toward  designation.  Only  two 
alternatives  were  offered  by  the  public;  the  All  Wilderness 
and  No  Wilderness  Alternatives. 

There  were  a  number  of  issues  identified  during  the  scoping 
process.  Some  are  discussed  in  each  alternative.  A  few 
comments  were  identified  that  were  either  outside  the  scope 
of  this  study  or  were  concerns  that  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  action  or  any  of  the  alternatives.  Many  of  the 
comments  indicated  concern  over  whether  the  area  met 
wilderness  criteria.  Whether  the  naturalness  of  the  area 
has  been  impaired  because  of  roads,  reservoirs  and  relics 
from  homesteader  days  is  addressed  under  the  Wilderness 
Values  section  of  Chapter  3.  A  concern  over  BLM's  use  of 
the  generic  term  "short  grass  prairie"  during  the  inventory 
phase  of  the  wilderness  review  is  not  addressed  by  alterna- 
tive although  it  appeared  in  many  comments.  In  scientific 
fact,  Bitter  Creek  contains  a  mixture  of  prairie  grasses, 
shrubs,  juniper,  aspen  and  cottonwood  and  is  not  a  true 
short  grass  prairie,  but  is  definitely  a  prairie.  The  fact  that 
the  area  is  prairie  is  discussed  in  the  analysis  of  wilderness 
values  in  Chapter  3. 

Concerns  regarding  other  wilderness  values  including  out- 
standing solitude  and  recreation  are  discussed  in  the  wil- 
derness resource  portion  of  Chapter  3.  Other  concerns 
addressed  under  Recreational  Access  Levels  include 
whether  the  WSA  would  provide  for  and  attract  wilderness 
recreationists  and  the  impact  of  the  loss  of  vehicle  use  of 
the  WSA.  This  latter  concern  was  voiced  by  elderly  people 
who  may  wish  to  visit  old  homesteads  as  well  as  hunters 
who  need  vehicles  to  retrieve  game.  The  impacts  of  changes 
in  the  number  of  hunters  are  discussed  under  both  the  Mule 
Deer  Population  and  Recreational  Access/Use  Levels  sec- 
tions in  Chapter  4. 

Additional  concerns  raised  by  the  public  include  access  to 
inholdings,  the  expense  of  wilderness  management  and 
the  difficulty  of  discerning  boundaries  on  the  ground. 
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These  are  discussed  under  Wilderness  Impacts  in  Chapter 
4.  Concerns  regarding  impacts  to  the  regional  economy 
and  county  tax  base  due  to  changes  in  ranch  operations 
and  prohibitions  on  oil  and  gas  development  were  also 
mentioned.  Impacts  of  changes  in  ranch  operation  costs 
are  discussed  in  the  Economic  Impact  section.  Potential 
tax  losses  were  not  estimated  because  it's  impossible  to 
predict  drilling  success  in  this  WSA. 

Other  comments  focused  on  the  impacts  of  designation  on 
individual  ranching  operations.  Impacts  of  changes  in  pol- 
icy regarding  amount  of  noxious  weeds,  predator  (coyote) 
control,  range  improvements  and  vehicle  use  are  discussed 
with  financial  considerations  presented  under  Ranch 
Related  Economic  Impacts.  These  sections  address  current 
policies.  However,  concern  regarding  potential  policies  is 
also  evident  and  is  addressed  under  the  Social  Conditions 
portions  of  Chapter  3. 

Additional  general  comments  included  leaving  the  land  in 
multiple  use;  even  if  designation  does  not  occur  the  land 
will  not  change  and  there  is  no  local  support  for  designa- 
tion. The  first  comment  is  addressed  for  each  resource.  The 
latter  comment  regarding  local  attitudes  is  addressed  in 
the  Social  Conditions  portion  of  Chapter  3. 

Those  individuals  who  favored  designation  did  so  because 
they  believe  prairie  ecosystems  should  be  represented  in 
the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  and  because 
the  area  has  historical  value  because  of  its  homesteading 
days.  They  also  indicated  that  the  loss  of  county  taxes 
would  not  be  as  great  as  others  have  indicated. 

Social  issues  raised  during  scoping  include  the  perception 
that  wilderness  designation  would  be  a  genuine  threat  to 
the  local  ranching  life  style.  Even  if  current  policy  does  not 
substantially  affect  operations,  there  is  concern  that  poli- 
cies may  change  in  the  future  as  administrations  change. 
For  example,  many  people  were  convinced  that  grazing 
permits  would  be  cut  or  be  eliminated  in  the  future.  In 
addition,  residents  view  this  designation  as  a  loss  of  local 
autonomy  to  determine  how  their  area  is  managed.  Atti- 
tudes toward  the  BLM  would  be  affected  by  designation, 
making  it  harder  for  the  BLM  to  work  with  the  local  com- 
munity and  individual  operators.  In  addition,  attitudes 
toward  designation  would  make  enforcement  difficult, 
especially  given  the  lack  of  "on-the-ground"  boundaries. 

The  No  Wilderness  Alternative  is  supported  overwhelm- 
ingly by  local  people.  In  addition,  there  is  little  evidence  of 
support  for  designation  outside  the  local  area.  Problems 
that  would  be  encountered  after  designation  include  actual 
management  of  the  area  and  increased  attitude  problems 
encountered  by  BLM  in  dealing  with  the  local  populace.  All 
these  were  considered  by  management  in  selecting  the  "No 
Wilderness  Alternative"  as  BLM's  proposed  action  as  well 
as  the  other  alternatives. 

The  draft  EIS  was  prepared  by  resource  specialists  from 
the  BLM's  Valley  Resource  Area  Office  and  the  Lewistown 
District  Office  with  assistance  from  the  Montana  State 
Office.  The  disciplines  and  skills  used  to  develop  this  EIS 
were:  vegetation  and  range  use,  animal  husbandry,  soils, 
recreation,  climate,  sociology,  economics,  printing,  public 
affairs  and  typing. 


COMMENTS  REQUESTED 

Comments  on  the  draft  EIS  have  been  requested  from  the 
following  agencies  and  organizations  and  individuals  too 
numerous  to  list. 

Congressional  Offices 

Office  of  Senator  Baucus 
Office  of  Senator  Melcher 
Office  of  Congressman  Marlenee 
Office  of  Congressman  Williams 

Federal  Agencies 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Department  of  the  Army 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Department  of  Energy 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Department  of  Transportation 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

National  Park  Service 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

County  Commissioners  and  Planning 
Boards 

Sheridan  County 
Daniels  County 
Valley  County 
Roosevelt  County 
Phillips  County 
Blaine  County 

Other  Organizations 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation 

Sierra  Club 

Environmental  Information  Center 

Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

Montana  Wilderness  Association 

Montana-Wyoming  Rep.  The  Wilderness  Society 

Montana  Rep.  Defenders  of  Wildlife 

Montana  Guides  and  Outfitters  Association 

Western  Environmental  Trade  Association 

Five  Valley  Audubon  Society 

Friends  of  Earth 

Missouri  Breaks  Multiple  Use  Association 

Montana  Wilderness  Institute 

Montana  Stockgrowers 

North  Central  Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

Montana  Public  Lands  Council 
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State  Agencies  and  Organizations 

Montana  Department  of  Agriculture 

Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 

Conservation 
Montana  Department  of  Revenue 
Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Governor's  Natural  Resources  Council 


Natural  Resources  Council.  This  council  will  serve  as  a 
clearing  house  for  consultation  on  all  natural  resource 
issues.  This  group  will  study  the  recommendations  of  this 
report  for  consistency. 


CITY-COUNTY  PLANS 

No  specific  conflict  with  this  wilderness  study  has  been 
identified  in  any  city  or  county  plans. 


CONSISTENCY  WITH  OTHER 
PLANS 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  requires 
that  BLM  plans  be  as  consistent  as  possible  with  other 
agency  plans,  while  considering  Federal  laws,  policies  and 
regulations. 

Other  Federal  agency,  city,  county  and  state  plans  in  the 
EIS  area  were  considered  in  the  preparation  of  this  docu- 
ment. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE 
DRAFT  EIS 

The  following  section  includes  the  public  input  received  on 
the  draft  EIS.  The  summary  of  public  comments  lists  those 
individuals  who  commented.  It  is  followed  by  the  reprinted 
public  hearing  transcripts  and  letters.  Certain  comments 
required  further  clarification,  either  within  the  text  or  as 
supplemental  information.  The  BLM's  responses  to  the 
public  comments  follow  the  reprinted  transcripts  and  let- 
ters. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 

A  recently  signed  Memorandum  of  Understanding  among 
the  BLM,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Governor  created  the 
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Summary  of  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 


Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

National  Park  Service 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

State  &  Local  Government  Agencies 

Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Valley  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Organizations 

Glasgow  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Montana  Assoc,  of  Conservation  Districts 
Montana  Public  Lands  Council 
Montana  Wilderness  Association 

-  Bill  Cunningham 
The  Wilderness  Society 
Valley  County  Development  Council 
Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Individuals/Businesses 

Ellen  Arguimbau 
Irene  Baker 
Manson  Bailey,  Jr. 
Donna  Becker 
Gary  Benett 
Anna  Berge 
Alice  Black 
John  Black 
Gertrude  Bush 
Douglas  Chadwick 
Martin  Connell 
Michael  Colavito 
Stuart  Doggett 
Nancy  Eagleton 
Christin  Englehardt 
Kim  Enkured 
Joe  Etchart 
Gene  Etchart 

Mark  Etchart 

Jackie  Gollay 

Rick  Graetz  -  Montana  Magazine 

David  Gregory 

Jamie  Hanson 

Kyle  Hapstad 

Charles  M.  Hauptman 

Andrew  Hellsten 

August  Heutz 


Written 
Comments 
(Letter 
Number) 

Oral 

Comment 
("Hearing) 

BLM 
Response 
Provided 

2 
3 
1 

X 

X 

4 

5 

6 

12 

7 

Helena 

11 
8 
10 

9 

Helena 
Glasgow 

X 

X 

X 

27 

43 

67 

51 
68 

47 


Glasgow 


Glasgow 


52 

X 

32 

X 

45 

Glasgow 
Helena 

X 

66 

40 

23*,  24 
19,  28 

Glasgow 
Glasgow 
Glasgow/ 
Helena 

X 

21 

Glasgow 

40 
29 
53 
78 

13 
79 

69 


X 


Glasgow 
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Written 

Comments 

Oral 

BLM 

(Letter 

Comment 

Response 

Number") 

(Hearing) 

Provided 

Individuals/Businesses 


Tom  Hickok 

Jim  Hodge 

AJ.  Hoffman 

Mary  Hoffman 

M.  Hoffman 

George  Holton 

Helen  Hunter 

Eric  Jauhiainen 

Mark  Jauhiainen 

Du Wayne  and  Edith  Johnson 

Michael  Johnson 

Jesse  Lacock 

Mark  Lane 

Mildred  Leonard 

O.E.  Markle 

James  Mattfeldt 

James  McCauley 

Susan  MCCauley 

Tom  McCarvel 

Dana  McColly 

Edrie  McColly 

Elenor  McColly 

J.C.  McColly 

Robert  McColly 

Tim  McColly 

Joan  Melby 

Steve  Meyer 

Alex  Mogan 

J.R.  Mitchell  -  Atlantic  Richfiled 

Harold  Nelson 

Mable  Nelson 

Tom  Nelson 

Karen  Nielsen 

Kenneth  Newton 

Tom  Newton 

Robert  Oset 

N.H.  Patrick 

Kathy  Pimley 

Donna  Qualey 

Paul  Richards 

JoJo  Romero 

John  and  Eleanor  Rosendahl 

Noel  Rosetta 

John  Rusher 

Blanche  Schuler 

Bruce  Schuler 

Reed  Secord 

Carol  Sibley 

Duane  Sibley 

Dwight  Sibley 

Gladys  Silk 


54 

70 
71 
14 
46 
66 
35 
34 
80 
81 
55 
73 
44 
25 
56 
4i 
4! 
48 
4-8 
57 
82 
74 
18 

40 
83 

8J- 

22 

36 

58 

59 

42 

60 

61 

30 

85** 

62 

75 

20 

50 

63 
65 
64 
17 
37 
30 
38 
26 


Helena 


X 


X 
X 


Glasgow 


Helena 


Glasgow/ 
Helena 


Helena 


X 

X 


Helena 
Helena 


Glasgow 
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Individuals/Businesses 

Lee  Silliman 
Sidney  Simonsen 
Stanley  N.  Smith 
John  Stultz 
John  R.  Swanson 
John  Swanson 
Magnus  Swenson 
Mons  Teigen 
Donald  Timm 
Marlen  Tweten 
Wm.  Vaughey  Jr. 
L.  Vaughn 
Lori  Watson 
Milo  Westburg 
Tom  Wilde 
Leo  Williams 


Written 

Comments 

Oral 

BLM 

(Letter 

Comment 

Response 

Number") 

(Hearing) 

Provided 

33 

76 

33 

X 

Helena 

X 

87 

Glasgow 

X 

86 

Helena 
Helena 

15 

X 

16 

66 

40 

Helena 

72 

X 

77 

X 

*257  additional  cards  were  received.    228  supported  the  proposed  action  and  29  supported  other  than  the  proposed 
action. 

**22  additional  identical  letters  were  received. 
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JNITED    Sl4*Ii    DEFAJTMENT   CF     'W     INT**  IJR 

3UPEAL'    OF    LAND   MAhA^EMENT 


PUBLIC   HEARINC   RECARDINC   THE  )  TRANSCRIPT   OF 

!  BITTER   CREEK  WILDERNESS    DRAFT         ) 
.  ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT   STATEMENT      J  PROCEEDINGS 


Tuesday,    May    22,     198i 

7:30  p.m. 

Courtroom 

Valley   County   Courthouse 

Glasgow,    Montana 


APPEARANCES: 


EUGENE    RUSSELL,    Hearing   Officer 


3, 

PROCEEDINGS  ' 

MR.  RUSSELX:  This  is  a  public  hearing  on  the  Bitter  J 
Creek.  Draft  Wilderness  Suitability  5tudy  Environmental  Impact  j 
Statement. 

The  Bureau  of   Land  Management  recently  completed  a 
Draft   Suitability  Study  Environmental  Impact    Statement  for  the 
Bitter  Creek.  Wilderness    Study  Area  in  the   LawistDwn  District. 
The   study  area  includes  a   total   of   59,660  acres  of  public    Lands t 
The  Draft  Document  was  mailed  to  all  known   Interested  parties 
|  on   March   29,    198<*. 

The   preferred   alternative    proposes    that    Congress   not 
designate  any  part   of    the    59,660  acre   study  area  as  wilderness. 

This  hearing    is  being  held  by   the  Bureau  of   Land 
Management  in  compliance  with  Section   3(d)(1)(B)   of   Che 
Wilderness  Act  of    September  2,    19k.,    for   the   purpose  of  accept- 
ing  testimony   from  anyone   who   could   be   affected   by   the 
r  e  c  OMMndB  tiona  . 

I  am  Eugene  Russell,  and  I  am  on  the  state  director's 
staff  of  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  in  Billings.  I  will  be 
conducting  the  hearing  this  evenly.  A  court  reporter  is  here 
to  record  the  proceedings.  Testimony  will  be  accepted  relevant 
to  the  recommendation  set  forth  in  the  Suitability- Study  EIS 
previously  identified.  Testimony  relating  to  other  issues  will 
not  be  considered.  To  ensure  chat  everyone  has  an  opportunity 
to   have   his   testimony  heard,    I   ask   that    as    nearly   as    possible 


Participants ! 

Martir,    Cornell 
Robert  McColly 
John    Swanson 
Joe    Etchart 
Gladys    Silk 
Kyle    Hapstad 
Mark   Etchart 
Hanson  Bailey,    Jr. 
Kim    Enkured 
0.    E.    Markle 
John   Black 


e 
a 

9 
10 

10 
10 


your    remarks   be    limited    to    the    recommendations    and   environment  i 

i 
tal    consequences    Identified    in   the    Draft    Document. 

This    is   not   a    debate    forum.      Thi^s    is   an    Inforse  tion- 
gathering  hearing.      There  are   people   here  that  are  very 
familiar   with    the    statement    that   you  can   get    questions   asked —   i 
answered  after   the  hearing  is  closed. 

I  would  like  to  remind  you  at  this  time  if  you  have  . 
not  already  done  so  to  please  register  at  the  door  and  Indicate] 
if    you   wish   to   make   an   oral    or   written   statement. 

The    statements    received   will   be   analyzed   by   nhe 
Lewistown   District    Office.       The   written   record   of   that   analysis! 
as  well  as    transcripts   of   the   hearing  will  be   prepared  and  made 
available   for    inspection  In  the    Lewistown  District  Office.      If 
you  wish   to  purchase   copies    of    the    transcript  of  this   hearing, 
please    leave  your  name  and  address  with  the  court,  reporter. 

The   analysts    of    the    testimony   received   will   be    used 
to   determine   what   changes,    if   any,    will  be   required   in   the 
recommendations    set    forth    in   the    document.      The   analysis    of   the 
testimony   and   a   copy   of    the    transcript  will   be    Incorporated    in 
the    Final    Environmental    Impact    Statement   and  Wilderness    Study 
Report   which   will   be    transmitted    tc    the    Secretary   of    the 
Interior,    the    President    and   Congress.      Copies   of    the    Final 
Documents  will   also  be    provided   to  all  known  Interested   parrle: 
following   concurrence    and    signature   by   the    Secretary   of   the 
Interior. 
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a:  •    invert   «ny   -juestion*        <il    Tight.      "    *  \  ^6   flxit 
,    like    to  tall    an  Mart*    Connell. 
ii  ME.   CONNELL:      Where-- 

II  M8L    RUSSELL:      Just    chert  ax    long  as    trie    court 

reporter  can  hear   you. 
,;  MS.   CONNELL:      Mv   name    Is    -Martin   Cornell.       I  as    from 

■   Glasgow.      I   support    the    no-wilderness   alternative   because    it 

El 

is  what  the  overvheLming  majority  of    the    local   people   wnc, 
It  will  bear  keep  the    land    in  it*   natural  state.      It  will   save 
the    taxpayers  dollars.      The    land  will  continue   to  provide    jobs 
in   generations   to  come    and    the    area   will   be   available    for   hunt- 
ing. 

Regarding   the    Bitter   Creek    East   alternative,,    I   feel 
that  this  should  be  struck   from  the   recommendations  because  it 
represents   oppressive   discrimination.       One   operator.    West  land 
Ranch,   will  bear  the   financial   and   emotional  hardship  of   the 
wilderness   because    this    is    the    only   operator   included    in    this 
alternative. 

I  would  also   like    to  point   out  that   on  Page  A6  under 
common  animal  species  in   the  wilderness    study  area   that   they 
list    the   gray  wolf,    and    I   do  not   believe    that   you  can  document 
that   that  Is  a  common  species    in  the  wilderness   study  area. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM  and  its  staff  on  per- 
petuating the  basic  principle-  of  democracy  by  listening  to  the 
people,    gathering   the    facts   and   making   the    recofnnendatinn   of 


BLM  is    looking  at   the   no-wilderness    support   or   no-wilderness 
designation  for  the  Bitter  Creek  area,    and   I  am  much  in 
support  of  that.     That's  all. 

KB.  RCSSELL:      Thank  you,    John. 
Joe  Etc hart. 

MR.    ETCHART:      I  am  Joe    Etchart.      My  address    is 
Glasgow,  and  I  would   just    like   to  be    on  the   record  saying   that 
firmly  I  believe   that   BLM  arrived   at    the    right   conclusion   in 
their   Bitter  Creek   study  and    that    the   no-wllderness    recommenda- 
tion  seems   to  be   the    most    practical. 
Thank  you. 

MS.   RCSSELL;      Thank   you,    Mr.    Etchart. 
Gladys   SUk. 

MS.    SILK:      I  am  Gladys    Silk,    the   editor   of   the 
Glasgow  Courier. 

X  am  not  going   to  read   this   entire   statement,   but  we 
do  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  the  BLM  for  allowing 
this   public  hearing   on   the   Bitter   Creek   Draft    Environmental 
Statement,     We  support   the   BLM's   recommendation  of  no  wilder- 
ness.     They  axe  to  be  congratulated   for  a   job  well  done   on 
this  E1S. 

We   only  have   one    complaint    about   the    ELS.      We   object 
to   the   drawings  of   the   black-footed    ferrets  which  may   prompt 
someone   to  believe   people   and   activity  could    threaten   that 
animal's  existence  when  In  fact  all   the    fine-tooth  combing 


HO    *Uc«rT*«s      whir-     •       ••»'    '-.-jl.-:     a  m    ■  *r:     '    -  ■  -  o--    *■■-;    is    ■** 
first    place    as    tne    only   alternative.       It    woui>    appear    to   tie 
that    ii    other    government    agencies    wouid    approach    local    problems 
as    the    BLM   has    in   this   case    there    would   be   more    harmony. 

Thank  you.  | 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Than*  you,    Mr.    Connell. 

Bob   HcColly.  ! 

ME.   McCOLLY:      My  name    is   Robert  McColly.      My  address 
is   Hinsdale.    Montana.      I  have  a  very  short    statement,  and  it   Is 
a    statement  approving  and  commending  the  BLM  recommendation  of 
no-wildemess   alternative    for   Bitter   Creek    Study   Area. 

It  certainly   is  a  privilege  and  a  pleasure    for  ma  to 
commend    the    BLM   for    the   very  practical   and    sensible    recommenda' 
tlon  of   the  no-wilderness  alternative   in  the  analysis  of    the 
environmental   review  of   the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness    Study  Area 

The  no-wilderness   recommendation  has    increased  many- 
fold    the   confidence   and    faith   of    those    of   us   who  are   close    to 
the    land    in   the    judgmental   decisions    of    the    Bureau   of   Land 
Management,    the   stewards   of  our  public    lands. 

Thank  you  for  a  most    intelligent    recommendation. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank  you,    Mr.   McColly. 

John   Swans on. 

MR.    SWANSON:      My  name    is   John    Swanson,    somebody 
that's   directly  affected  with   the    farmers  and   ranchers   in  this 
area,    as  we  are   in  business.      I  am  very  happy  to   see   that   the 

uuch  3HOirrH*,HO  mtoptimo 


through    the   Bitter   Creek   has   not   unearthed   any   clues    to   the 
possibility  of   ferrets    inhabiting    the  area. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank  you.      Kyle    Hapstad. 
MR.    HAPSTAD:      My  name    is    Kyle    Hapstad.       I  am  a 
resident   of    Glasgow   and   speaking   on   behalf   of    the   Chamber   of 
Commerce   as   a   past    president. 

We    support   and   approve    of    the    recommendation  of   no- 
wilderness  alternative.      We    support   the   idea  of  hunting,   big 
game   and  bird  hunting,    on  the  wilderness  area.      We  also 
support  many  of  our   friends  who  earn   their    living   in  most 
cases   off   of    that    land,    our   ranchers,    who   nec6    that  area    for 
grazing.      We    support    the    idea   of   more    jobs,    income   and 
resource  availability  in  our — in  our  county.      We  commend  your 
conclusion. 

Thank   you. 

MR.    RUSSELL;      Thank  you.      Mark   Etchart. 
MR.    ETCHART:      My   name    Is    Mark    Etchart,    State    Senator, 
Senate   District   2,    and    I  want   to  testify  on  behalf  of   the  no- 
wilderness   alternative  as  adopted  by  the   BLM  and  echo   the 
statements    of    Dr.    Connell   and   others   before   me    in   congratulat- 
ing  you    on   a    job   well   done. 

I  would  also  ask  that  previous    testimony  that  I  have 
offered   in   other   hearings   be   made    part    of    the    record  and, 
again,    favor    the   no-wilderness    alternative. 
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am     /ou. 

MR.    HL'SEELL-       Than*    you.     Mart. 

Mason   Ballev,    Jr.,    Manson,     I   am    sorry,    Manson   Bailey. 

MR.    BaHEY:      He.     Russell,     I  am   Man  a  on    Bailey   from 
Glasgow.      I  will    read   *    portion   of    the    statement    and    submit    the 
nit:    for    the   record. 

This    Is   presented   by   the   Valley   County    Development 
Council,    and   this    organization    La    the    designated   Overall 
Economic    Development   Program   Committee    for   Valley   County   in  a 
coordinating  capacity.      The    executive   board    is    assembled   with 
!  broad   representative    interests. 

Statement:      On  April    10,    1986.    this  board.    In 
regular- scheduled  meeting,    reviewed   the    Draft  Bitter  Creek 
Wilderness  £TS  and  were   pleased  with  BLM's  number  one  recom- 
mendation foT  proposed  action  by,    and  quote,    no  vilden»si--no 
acreage   would   be   recommended    for   wilderness    designation, 
unquote.      In  action   taken   the  board  confirms    in  this   recom- 
mendation of  no-wildemess   designation    in   the   Bitter   Creek  area 
and    further  authorizes    the    VCDC   director   to    present   a   statement 
at   public  hearing  with  additional   information  or  reiteration  of 
past    testimony   for   this. 

It  is  again  recognized   that    in  the    following — that    in 
following  through  on  the   edict  of    the   U.    S.    Congress    to 
inventory  and  study  public    lands    for  wilderness  values    the    BUM 
personnel  have  extended  considerable   effort   in  research, 
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should   be   commended   in   fkiag   the   position   that    they   have 
other  places  to  spend  money  and  w  can  better  get  on  with  the 
job  of  having  administration  of   our  public    lands  as  a  whole 
rather  than  wilderness  areas  per   se. 

MR.   RUSSELL:      Thank  you,    Mr.    Black. 

Axe   there   any   other   comments? 

All  right.      In  closing    the   record,    I  would   like   to 
remind   you  that   the    testimony   received   at    this   hearing  will   be 
j  available   in   the   form   of   a    transcript,    and    if    you   wish   to 
receive  copies  of  the    transcript  please    leave  your  name  and 
address  with   the   court   reporter. 

You  are  also   reminded    that   all    testimony  will   be 
analyzed  by  the  Lewistown   District  manager  and  a  written  record 
of    the   analysis  will   be   prepared   and   will   be   available    for 
inspection  at  the   Lewistown  District  office.      The  analysis    of 
this    testimony  will   be   used    to   determine   what   changes,    if   any, 
are    required   in   the   wilderness    suitability   recommendations. 

The    final    recommendations   will   be    forwarded    to    the 
President    following  concurrence    and    signature    by    the    Secretary 
of    the    Interior. 

The   hearing   is   closed.       However,    the    record   shall 
remain   open  until    July   20,    1984.      We   urge    you    to    contact    those 
who   could   not  make    it   to   this    hearing   and   have    them   submit 
their   written  comments. 

There  will   be   another   hearing   held    In   Helena    on 


■»?*!*  «tJ       .:*■.'.<!  *r«r    ■-  i,~, ■  i  ,  L  -,  •*     »     .  fet  ,      ■    n», 

•it    r.'iank    vac    for    *  ie    -_mb«r    ..'"■       ec   -i-*  .■■actor.    *hlcr.    /ou    t»vc 
presented. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank  you,    Mr.    Bailey. 

Kim — I  won't    try   the    last  name. 

MS.    ENKURED:       I   am    Kim    Lnkured,    and    I  work   for    the 
Valley   County   Crazing    District,    and    Z  would    like    to   submit   my 
opinion   that   the   no-wilderness   alternative    on    Page    5   of   the 
Bitter   Creek   Wilderness    Environmental    Impact    Statement   la   a 
very  good  decision  of  BLM,    and    I  would    like    to  also   submit  a 
list   of    people    that   also   agree    with    this    decision. 

MR.  RUSSELL:   Thank  you,  Kim. 

0.  E.  Markle. 

HR.    MARKLE:      My   name    is    0.    E.    Markle.       I  am  a  busi- 
nessman  in  Glasgow.      I  have    lived  h«nre   all  my   life,   and  I 
would    Ilk*  to  go  on  record  as   supporting   the  BLM's  recommenda- 
tion of  no  wilderness    in  the    Bitter  Creek  area,    excuse  me, 
Bitter   Creek  area. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank  you,    Mr.    Markle. 

John  BLack. 

MS.   BLACK:      My  name    Is    John  Black.      I  am  one  of   the 
permittees    that  would  be  affected  by  the   proposed  wilderness, 
and    I  certainly  agree  with  the   BLM  and  think   they  have  done  a 
good  job   in  this    study  recommending  no  wilderness.      Also,    part 
of   this    study,   and   I  think   it's   recognized,    and    I  think   they 
uucx  sho«T"*nO  ***owti»«i 


Thursday   of    this    week  at    7:^0  at    the    Jorgenson's    Holiday   Motel,] 
so   if  any  of  you  know  people    that  want    to  make  a   statement 
there  will  be  another  hearing   this  week. 

BLM  people  will  stay  a  while  to  answer  any  questions  j 
you  may  have  concerning  the  document  itself  or  for  any  clarifi- 
cation, and  I  appreciate  all  of  you  coming  tonight  and  provid-  ■ 
ing  us  with  your   testimony. 

The    hearing   is   closed.       Thank   you. 

(The   hearing   was    then   concluded   at    the   hour   of 
7:57    p.m.,    this    22nd   day   of   May,    1984.) 

I,    Harry   G.    Rauch,    a    Certified    Shorthand   Reporter 
and   Registered  Professional   Reporter,    do  hereby  certify  that  I 
took   down   in   stenotype    the    proceedings    had   on    the   subject 
Hearing  at   the    time  and  place   hereinbefore    set   forth  and  that 
the    foregoing    twelve    (12)   pages    constitute   a   full,    true   and 
correct    transcript   of  my  stenotype  notes-  of    said  proceedings. 

Dated    this    11th   day   of    June,    1984. 


Certified    Shorthand   Reporter 

and 

Registered    Professional  Reporter 
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APPEARANCES: 


EUGENE   RUSSELL,    Hearing   Officer 


PROCEEDINGS 
MR.   RESSELL:      This    is  a   public   hearing  on  the   Bitter 
Creek  Draft  Wilderness   Suitability  Study  Environmental    Impact 
Statement. 

The  Bureau  of   Land  Management  recently  completed  a 
Draft    Suitability   Study   Environmental    Impact    Statement   for   the 
Bitter  Creek  Wilderness   Study  Area  In  the    Lewistcwn  District. 
The    study  area   Includes   a    total   of    59,660  acres    of   public 
*     I  lands.      The    Draft   Document   was   nailed   to  all   known    interested 
io     ,  parties  on  March  29,    1984. 

U  The  preferred  alternative   that  Congress  does  not-- 

E    .J  preferred  alternative    proposes    that   Congress   not   designate   any 
j  part    of   the    59,660  acre    study  area   as   wilderness. 

This   hearing   is   being   held   by   the   Bureau  of    Land 
Management   In  compliance   with   Section    3(d)(1)(B)    of   the 
Wilderness   Act   of    September   2,    1964,    for   the    purpose   of   accept- 
ing  testimony  from  anyone   who   could  be   affected   by   the    recom- 
mendations. 

I  am  Eugene   Russell,   and   I  am  on  the   state  director's 
staff   of    the   Bureau  of    Land   Management    office    In   Billings.       I 
•j    !|  will   be   conducting   the    hearing.       A   court   reporter   Is   here    to 

2    !;  record   the   proceedings.      Testimony  will   be   accepted   relevant    to 

\\ 
^    |  the    recommendation   set    forth   in   the    Suitability   Study   EIS 

f|  ! 

«     'previously  identified.      Testimony  relating  to  other   issues  will; 

i5    'jnot   be   considered.      To   ensure    that    everyone    has   an   opportunity 
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Steve   Meyer 
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to   have  his    testimony  heard,    I  ask.  that  as  nearly  as  possible 
your  remarks  be    limited   to  the  recommendations  and  environmen- 
tal  concerns    identified  In  the    Draft   Document. 

I  might  add   this    is  not  a  forum  for  debate.      This   Is 
information   gathering,    and   there   are    several   BLM  members    that 
will  be  here   to  answer  any  questions  you  have  after  the — the 
hearing. 

I  would   like   to  remind  you  at  this    time,    if  you 
haven't  already  done   so,    to  please    sign  in,    and  if  you  wish  to 
make   a    statement,    either   written   or   oral,    fill    out    one   of 
these   cards,    and   I  will   call   your   name. 

The   statements   received  will  be   analyzed  by  the 
Lewistown   District   Office.      The   written   record   of    that   analysis 
as  well  as   transcripts  of   the   hearing  will  be  prepared  and  made 
available    for   inspection    in   the    Lewistown   District   Office.      If 
you  wish    to   purchase   copies   of    the    transcript    of    this   hEaring, 
please    leave    your   name   and   address   with   the    court   reporter. 

The   analysis    of    the    testimony   received  will   be   used 
to   determine   what   changes,    if   any,    will   be    required    In    the 
recommendations    set   forth   in   the   document.      The  analysis   of   the 
testimony  and   a   copy   of    the    transcript   will   be    incorporated   in 
the    Final    Environmental    Ltnact    Statement   and   Wilderness    Study 
Report   which   will   be    transmitted    to    the    Secretary   of   the 
Interior,    the    President  and  Congress.      Copies   of   the   final 
documents    will    also   be   provided    to   all   known    interested    parties 


46 


?o..  twing   -  .'KJfrt'i.  e    J-»c    ■  .wr^twrt    _-v    i'»       eC.-ei«ry    .:    the 
Interior. 

Are    there    any    questions    mio«    we    proceed" 

I  would   now    like    Co    call   upon   Bob    McColly. 

MR.    McCOLLY:      My   name    is    Robert    McColly.       I    live   at 
Hinsdale,   Montana.      My    statement    is   *    short    statemenc    that    is 
approving  and   cocmending    the    BLM   recommendation   of    no- 
wllderness  alternative    for    the    Bitter   Creek    Study   Area. 

It  certainly   Is  a  privilege  and  a   pleasure   for  me  to 
commend   the  BLM  for    the    very   practical   and    sensible    reeomroenda- 
tion  of  the  no-wilderness  alcemative    in  the   analysts  of    the 
environmental   review   of    the    Bitter  Creek   Uilderness    Study   Area. 

The   no-wilderness    recommendation   has    increased   many- 
fold  the  confidence  and   faith  of    chose  of  us  who  are  close  to 
the    land  in  the  judgmental   decisions   of    the  Bureau  of   Land 
Management,    the    stewards    of    our   public    lands. 

Thank  you   for   a   most    intelligent    recommendation. 

MR.   RUSSELL:      Thank  you.    Mr.    McColly. 
„      Donald   Timm. 

MR.    TIMM:      My   name    is    Donald   Time,    Hinsdale.       I  am 
one  of  the  grazing  permittees  affected  by  the  wilderness   pro- 
posal  and   testifying    in    favor   of   the    BLM's   no-wilderness 
decision  for   the   Bitter   Creek   area. 

My  reasons   are    Che    extreme    difficulty   in   controlling 
T-otorized  access  because    of  no  natural  boundaries,    che  extra 
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districts  in  the   State    of  Montana. 

I  am   here    to    support    the   proposal   alternative   with 
no  wilderness.      Ue    passed   a    resolution   In   our    state   association 
ac    our   latest   meeting    supporting    that    stand. 

MR.   RUSSELL:      Thank   you.    Mr.    Meyer.       I   am   sorry   I 
mispronounced  your   name . 

MR.  MEYER:      That's   okay. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Mr.    Rosetta. 

VOICE:      One,    I  wonder    if  we  could  ask  people   to  use 
the  mike  so  we  can  hear  a   little  more  plainly. 

MR.    ROSETTA:       I    think   you   can   hear  me. 

My  name    is    Noel    Rosetta,    and  we   wish   to    go    on   record 
as    supporting   the   wilderness    proposal   and   opposing    the    BLM 
proposal,    and   I  represent    the    Last   Chance    Audubon   Chapter 
Society  here   in   Helena. 

I   have   hunted    and   hiked  and   run    range    surveys    in   the 
badlands  and   semi-badlands    of    Eastern  Montana   over   a  number   of 
years.      I  know  some   of    Its    people,    particularly  in  the   Lower 
Musselshell,    where   my   wife's    folks    horeesteaded   and   ranched. 

Although   some    Eastern   Montanans   may   not    completely 
agree  with  me,    I  think   some    of    these   areas   should  be    left  the 
way   they  were   when   che   buffalo    grazed    Chen:   and   as    the    pioneers 
found   thee.      Bitter   Creek    is    such  an   area.      It   has    high  values 
for  wildlife,    grama    grass,    fox    some    livestock   grazing,    and    for 
wilderness    style    recreation. 


**.'*".»»    *tiC     ■■■»:     .  1  ■-:  ■'        *ft       >*1  '•  "-'' 

difficulty    ..:'    "  .ncir^g    f  cr    the    Mist-it*    if    the    r*  opie    infi    :r»« 
general    unsuicabilicy    ol    the    area    for    wilderness    -Sue    co    ch« 
evidence    of    human    habitation. 

There    is    no    recreational    use    for   wilderness   area    that 
chis   area   could   not    already   be    used    for,    so   with   all    che    dis- 
advantages   for   wilderness    designation  and   no   advantages    I   wish 
to   cotnaend    the    Bureau   of    Land   Management    for   an   intelligent 
decision. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    RUSSELL:       Thank   you,    Mr.    Timm. 

Tom   McCarvel. 

MR.    HcCARVTL:      My   name    is   Tom  McCarvel.       I    live    in 
Helena.      I  have    lived    in  the   state  moic   of  ny   life. 

I   am   very   familiar  with    the   area    that   this    study 
looked  at.       I   have   hunted    in    che   area,    worked    in    che   area,    and 
I   am   pleased    to    take    this    opportunity   to    say   Chat    I  am  very 
supportive  of    the   action  which   che   group  has    suggested  here 
which    is    the    no-wilderness   alternative. 

Thank   you. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank  you,    Mr.    McCarvel. 

Steve   Meger. 

MR.    MEYER:      My   name's    Steve    Meyer.       I   represent    the 
Montana    Association   af   Conservation    Districts,    an   organization 
that    represents    the    fifty-nine    soil   and  water   conservation 

HAUC-"    Sl-0<m.»«0    "e^OBTlMC 


A 


'» 


Land    like    Bitter   Creek    is    fast   disappearing.      These 
lands    would   contribute    more    Co   modern-day   society    left   as    they 
are    Chan   changed   by   modern-day   culture.       It^could   mean  even 
more   as   a    tribute    to   Montana's    past   and    Co   iCs    pioneers,    and   It 
would    take    less    than   one    percent   of    BLM's    land   in   Montana   and, 
as   a   matter   of    fact,    as    I   understand   It,    it's    the   only  wilder- 
ness   to   date,    if    it   were    approved,    that   would   be    on   Montana 
land,    and    Eastern   Montana    really   doesn't   have   very  many   wilder- 
nesses   Coday. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank   you,    Mr.    Sosecta. 

Gene    Etchart. 

MR.    ETCHART:      Maybe    I  would  use    the  mUce.      Ls   this 
working? 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Sounds    like    it. 

MR.    ETCHART:      All  right.      I  have  a--I  have  a  copy  of 
this   statement  that    I  can   give   you    later. 

My   name    is    Gene    Etchart.       I   am  a    lifelong   resident   of 
Valley  County,    Montana,    and   have    for    some    thirty-five   years 
been  a   grazing   permittee    within    the   area   of    Che    BiCter   Creek 
Wilderness    Proposal. 

Let  me    say  it    In   the  beginning  chat    I  concur  wholly 
with   the    proposed   action   of    the    BLM,    and    chat    is,    of   course, 
the    nD-wildemess    designation    in   this    instance. 

I   did   attend   a    hearing    in   Glasgow   two   nights   ago   and 
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*■(!!-,"  .    -one    '"    *-oand   a    hit    ar.    ickt»    sf    "..he    uit  ifflC'i  ■     ."jra.H;ht    out 
:h*re.       In   tn*    Appendix    in    the    Bitter    Zreer    'ocunenc ,    Ch«    %ray 
|  wolf    is    listed  as   a    tnreatened    or    endangerec    species   common    in 
:  the   area.      To  the    boat   of   my   knowledge,    this    species    has    been 

extinct   in  Valley  County   since    1923   wnen    the    last    gray  wo  lf 
j  was    killed   and  Is   now  a    rug    In    the    care    of    the    Valley   County 
■Museum.      Likewise,    the    black-footed    ferret    I  don't    think   hao 
been   seen   in  Valley  County   for    some    forty   years    or   mora. 

While   the    EIS   points    out    that    there   are    some    8,000 
acres  of    land  within  the  boundaries   of    the — of    the    proposed 
area    that   was   orsce    in   private    ownership,    I  would    like    to    point 
out    that   Mr.   Manson   Bailey,    who    is    executive    secretary   of    the 
Valley  County  Development  Council,    did   some    research   in  the  old 
land  plats   and  he    has   determined    thatr-through    those    recordj 
that  socae   24.00C  acres   of    land  within  the  boundaries  of  this 
proposed  wilderness  were  at    one    time    filed  on   for  homestead. 

Sow,    while    it's    true    that   not   all   of    those    lands 
went  into — went  to  patent  or  went    into   private   ownership, 
nevertheless,    those    homesteaders,    many   of    them,    lived   on   those 
lands,    plowed  them,    picked  rock  off   of    them  and   left   evidence 
of    their  presence,   and    I  would   point    out    that   these--these 
homestead  lands  are  widely  dispersed  all    through   the   area. 
Early  in   the    study   process    soma    felt    that   Bitter 
Creek  was — Bitter  Creek  area  represented  a  unique    short  prairie 
grass  eco  system  and  should  be    included    in   the   wilderness 


success  of  the  present  type  of  multiple  use  management  would 
be--would  lie  in  pointing  out  that  in  this  wilderness  study 
j  area  wnere  practically  no  game  existed  fifty  years  ago  that 
last  fall  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  designated  a 
special  hunting  season  and  a  quota  of  a  thousand  additional 
antler — antler less  mule  deer  to  be  taken  over  and  above  the 
normal  hunting  harvest,  and  this  in  the  general  area  including 
Bitter  Creek. 

To  designate    this   area   as   wilderness   would    prevent 
sportsmen   free  having    the   needed   access    to   harvest    the   came 
crop.      The   result  would   be    wasteful   and   certainly   not    in   the 
public   interest. 

Some  forty  Valley  County  residents   turned  out   in 
Glasgow  on   May  32nd   relative    to    the    BittEr   Creek    EIS.       All    of 
these  people  in  one  way  or  another   testified   in  favor  of    the 
alternative  chosen  by    the   BLM  and    that   being   no   wilderness. 
As  has  been  pointed  out    in  the    EIS,    the  vast  majority  of   the 
local   people   in   the    Valley   County   area   opposed    the    formation 
of  the  wilderness  in  the   Bitter  Creek.      I  think  that  It   is  an 
example   of  the   public   participation   process   working,    that   BLM 
has   weighed   the  comments    of    the    various    publics   who   have 
testified  and  have  come  up  with  a   recommendation  which  is    so 
widely  approved  of    in   the   Valley   County   area   and   which  was 
unanimous    ir_  support   at    the    Mav    22nd   hearing    in   Glasgow.      BLM 
is   to  be  commenced   for  coming  up  with  a    sound,    sensible 
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'riange    Science    Division    a:    -to-ran*    StatP    '.Viivers tty .     lc   ^jc»    a 
studv   and    report    on    this    subject.       Dr.    Tavlor    found    out — Dr_ 
Tavlor    reported    that    the   area    was    neither    unique    nor   waj    it   a 
s nor t    grass    pra Ir le    system. 

A   very    similar   area    comparable    to    the    Bitter   Creek 
insofar    as    the    eco    svstem    is   concerned   has   already    been 
designated   wilderness,    and    that's    known   as    the    L.    U.    Bend 
Wilderness    Area.       It's    in    South    Phillips    County   just   on   the 
north   edge    of    the    Fort    Peck    Lake, 

In  my   opinion,    BLM  decided   correctly    that    the    soli- 
tude   opportunities    are    limited   within   the   area,    that    the 
administration    of    the    area    as   wilderness   would   be   most   costly 
lf  not    impossible  and    that   the   boundaries  would  be   very- 
difficult    to   mark   or   define. 

It    is  also  my  opinion   that  the   present  multiple  use 
administration    is    the   best   type    of  administration  for  this 
area.      'Jses  allowed   include    livestock  grazing  and  production, 
wildlife    production  with    recreational    sportsmen   having   freedom 
to   harvest    the    game   and    the   availability   of    the    land   for    gas 
exploration  and  production,    and,    incidentally,    gas   exploration 
and   production    is   moving  closer  every  year   to  this  area  in 
question. 

Part    of    the    proof    that  one   might  consider  as    to    the 
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decision   after   completing    their    study.  [ 

Thank  you.  ! 

MR.    RUSSELL;      Thank   you,    Mr.    Etchart. 

Bill    Cunningham.  1 

MR.    CUNNINGHAM:      I   guess    I  will   grab    the   milte,    too, 
Mr.    Chairman. 

My   name    is    Bill    Cunningham.       I   am   from  Helena.       I  am 
conservation   director   for   the   Montana   Wilderness   Association, 
and   I  have  a   rather    lengthy  statement    that    I  will  trv  to 
summarize    and    leave   a    copy  with   you  at    the   end   of   ay   oral 
remarks. 

I   first    want    to    thank    the    BLM  for   conducting    this 
important  hearing  concerning    the    future  of   the  Bitter  Creek 
Wilderness    Study  Area   in  Helena.      A  lot  of  us  really  can't 
afford    the    time   and  money  to  get  all   the  way  to  Glasgow,   so  we 
appreciate   you  coming    to   our  city   to  hold   this   hearing.      The 
fact    that    you   are    holding   a   hearing    in    Helena   in  addition  to 
the    hearing   held    the    other  night    in   Glasgow   is   at    least    tacit 
recognition   of    the    fact    that    the    Bitter   Creek  wild-land 
resources   are    of  more    than   just    local   significance.      Indeed,        j 
the   potential   Bitter   Creek  Wilderness    is    a   resource   of   state        | 
and   national    importance   as   well. 

Unfortunately,    the    Draft    Statement   and   the   recommendaj. 
tlon   for   no   wilderness    in  any    portion   of    the   Bitter   Creek 
Wilderness    Study    Area    fails    to   recognize    this   broader,    longer- 
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rne    BUI  has   ;huj    far    failed  Co  a»k»   a    posiLlve   wilderness 
:  r.commenoatlon  for  this    sp.clal   are.,    and    I  car   ml,    surmise 
|j  Chat    local  pressure  ha.   unduly   Influenced    Che    negative  pro- 
.:  po«l. 

1  should  scare  at  the   outset    that    I  am  somewhat 
familiar  with  ch.  Sitter  Creek   Wilderness    study  Area  and    I  can 
personally  attest  Co   lea  wilderness    suitability.      I  certainly 
don'c  have   the  depth  of   on-tha-ground   knowledge    chat  many  of 
the   people  here  have   who  have  already   spoken,    but    I  have  been     ! 
in  the  area  several   times. 

On  larch  12.    1980,    when   I  was   working   for  the  Wilder- 
ness  Society  I  took  an  extensive  aerial   tour  of   Che  Bitter 
Creek  Wilderness   Study  Area  along  with  an  on-the-ground  tour 
into  the  center  of   the  are*.      The   purpose   of   the    toux  was   to 
make   recommendations    to   the   BLH  as    to   the    routing  of   the 
Northern  Border  Gas  Pipeline. 

My  recommendations,    affirmative    recommendations,    for 
the   pipeline  route  were  based   on  the   principle   of  utilizing 
existing  utility  corridors  and  maintaining    the   wilderness 
integrity  of  the  wilderness   study  area.      Attached  to  my  state- 
ment  is  a  copy  of  my  March   14,    1980,    letter   to   former  SLH 
director,  Mia  Penfold,    outlining  these    recommendations.      The 
point  that  I  am  crying   to  make   here   is    that  we   cooperated  in 
good  faith  with  the   BIM  and  with   industry  to  accommodate 


i.   J«v»ri-jprae",:    <#i£U    prnt.^     uig    •*    vtul    J»rt    .'    :VB    'ilcinlj'.Lig 
wllderneji    heritage. 

As    a    result.     I    feel    somewhat    let    -iown   by    the    BLM'i 
non-wilderness    recommendation    for   Bitter    Creek.       I   us 
j    particularly   puzzled   by   the    complete   non-wilderness    reconmenda- 
tion   given    the    strength   of    the    Bureau '»    resolve    Co   keep   the 
area    In   wUdtmen    study  area    status    despite    the    strong 
opposition    from   soma    of    the    local    people    to   any  wilderness    con- 
sideration for  Bitter  Creek  at  all. 

In  June   of    1980,    I  took  pert    in  a  Montana  Wilderness 
Association   wilderness   walk    into    the    Bitter   Creek   Wilderness 
Study  Area.      w«    conducted  a    ten-mile  hike    tnrough  the   eastern 
portion  of    the  area  with  some    of   the    local    townspeople,    some 
of   the    local   people  being  on  both   sides   of   the    issue  of  whether 
we    should  protect   parr   of   the   Bitter  Creek  area  as  wilderness. 

We  had,    I  think,    a  good,    open  discussion  of    the 
wilderness  characteristics   of    the  area,    and  without    question 
there  are    some    impacts    that  would   reoulre  boundary  modifica- 
tions.     We   discussed— discussed    the    issue  of   grazing   in  wilder- 
ness areas  as   well   as    the    issue   of   the  wilderness   preservation 
question   in  general.      We    tried   to  clear  up  some  of   the  anci- 
wilderness  myths    that  have    surrounded   the   question  of  wilder- 
ness   for   so   many   years. 

I  believe    that  —  that  many  people    locally  were   sur- 
prised  to    learn   that — that  not   only   is    livestock  grazing   per- 
">ucH  i-oithano  n-ownr-a 


7    !    mitted  within  wilderness  areas   but  also   there   have  never  been 

*    I    any   stock— any  reductions    in   grazing,    in   wilderness,    because    ofj 
3    |    wilderness  designation. 
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We  also  discussed  the  fact  that  we  as  conservationists 
and  members  of  conservation  organizations  strongly  support  the  i 
continuation  of  livestock  grazing  in  wilderness  and  we  support  ! 
the  grazing  guidelines  from  the  Idaho  and  the  Colorado  wilder-  ; 
ness  legislation  which  allow,  among  other  things,  the  mainte-  j 
nance  and  improvement  of  grazing  facilities  within  wilderness  . 
as  well  as  the  occasional  use  of  motorized  equipment  in 
wilderness  by  the  permittee  when  necessary  for  the  admir.Lstra- 
tion  of  the  grazing  allotment. 

In  view  of   these  guidelines    that  have   been  adopted 
by   Congress   and  also    incorporated    into    the   wilderness    manage- 
ment policies  of  the    land  management  agencies,    including    the 
BLM,    and   in  view  of   their   incorporation   within    these   manege- 
ment  policies.    I  don't   see  why  we   have    such   strong   opposition 
from   some  of   the    livestock   producers,    particularly   with 
respect    to   wilderness    in   this   area. 

Wilderness   management    is    the    only   form   of    federal 

land   classification  with  a    statutory   guarantee    that    livestock     I 

! 
grazing  shall  continue   in  wilderness  where    it  existed  at    the 

time   of  designation  of  the  area.      This    is   guaranteed   in   Section 

»(d)L   of    the  Wilderness   Act    of    196*;. 

Each   else    that    I   visited   Bitter    Creek,    which   has    only 

■AJC-    l-OPrtv,»NC    art  ""Cummi 


been    three    times,    that   hardly   makes    me   an   expert   on   the    area, 
but   each   time    that    I  have  visited   the  area    I  have   been  greatly 
moved   by   the    power   of    the    natural    prairie    landscape,    the    sense 
of    limitless   horizon,    the   space.      The   subtle  Great   Plains 
beauty   is  unique   in  Bitter  Creek  which  is  not    to  be    found   in 
the    same   way   for   any  of    the   other   presently-designated   wilder- 
ness areas,   and    I  have  been   in  all    fifteen  designated  wilder- 
ness  areas    in  Montana    extensively. 

Most    of    the   wilderness    study  area   meets    and  far 
exceeds    the    criteria    for   wilderness   as   defined    in    the    196** 
Wilderness    Act.      There  are    indeed   some  portions  of   the  wilder- 
ness  study  area    that  do  not  meet    these  criteria.      The  decision 
originally  by   the  BLM  to  maintain  and— and   designate  Bitter 
Creek  as  a  wilderness    study  area  was    in  fact  based  upon  this 
fact — the   fact    that   the  area   does   meet    in    large  part,    at    least, 
the  criteria   for  wilderness  defined   by  Congress. 

The    stark,    eroded  badlands   of   the  Bitter  Creek 
country  and    the    fact    that   much   of    the    area    is    eroded,    basin- 
type    country   surrounded   by   higher   bench    lands    provides    the 
visitor  with  an  awesome    sense    of   solitude  and  with   truly  out- 
standing opportunities    for  primitive   and  unconfined   recreation 
in   the    form   of   hunting   and   hiking   and   other   forms    of    outdoor 
recreation. 

I  believe   in  reviewing    the    Environmental    Impact 
Statement    that    the    document    greatly  underestimates    the 
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and    orou— ting   Bitter    Cree*    *s   wildenwji.       The    4  •  •umptior.    Is 
tnaae    In    che    EIS   tnax    there    would    be    decreases    use    because    of 
.   less    vehicular   access.       I   believe    this    assumption    Is    without 
]   foundation.       In   fact,    a    large   wilderness    In    Northern   Montana, 
1  which   is   a   part   of   our    state   which   presently   has    almost   no 
I  protected   wilderness,    I   believe    Medicine    Lake    being    Cha    only 

i 

J    one,    this   would  be   a   major   attraction   over    time    for    the    local 
|j  economy. 


For   example,    I   can   envision   the   possibility   of   horsa 
outfitters   becoming   established    In   the   area   who   could   provide 
guided   hunting   trips    into  a    prairie   wilderness,    a    totally 
unioue   high-quality  hunting   opportunity   that's   virtually  non- 
existent In  the  Northern  Great   Plains. 

We  have  all  heard,    of  course,    of  how  important  the 
guiding,    outfitting  and  horse-packing    industries   are    in  places 
such  as   the  Bob  Marshall.      5ome   of   these   economic    opportunities 
should  also  be  made   available    to    that   part   of  —  to    the   north- 
eastern part  of  Montana. 

The  greatest    long-term  value,    however,    of  a  Bitter 
Creek  Wilderness    Is   not   necessarily   recreation,    because 
recreation,    after  all,    is    a   human  use   of   wilderness.       It's   an 
important   use,    but   wilderness    has   a — should   exist    In   some 
places    for   its   own   values.       The    best    reason   for   a    Bitter   Creek 
Wilderness    is   to  improve   the   eco    system  representation  in  a 

Muck  wOUmuD  »«*o«T>m; 
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.  ie»dle    sraas    eco    type    within    the    wllde 

;  Bend,    administered   by    the    Fisr   and   Wildlife    Service,    and 

already    that   area    has    had   a    rather    severe    boundary   modification 
i  accommodating   a    road   as   a    result   of    recent    legislation,    and 
certainly   the    U.    L,    Send    is   not    as    good   an   area   as    Bitter   Creek 
to   achieve    this    type    of    representation. 

Despite  a  statement  to  the  contrary  on  Page  36  of  the 
EIS,  the  eco  system  factor  should  weigh  heavily  in  determining 
tne    suit-ability    of    Bitter   Creetc    for   wilderness   classification. 

Another    point    in   favor   of   at    least    some    wilderness 
management    in   Bitter   Creek    is    for    the    protection   of    important 
wildlife    habitat.       Obviously,    the   area    la   of    importance    for 
mule   deer,    far  a    large  number  of  mule  deer.      Also  the   possi- 
bility does   exist,    according   to   the    EIS  and  according   to  wild- 
life  people    that    I   talked   to,    that    there   could  be   habitat 
occupied   by    the    endangered   gray  wolf,    a    species    literally   on 
the   brink  of  extinction. 

Now,    it  may  be    that   there   are  no   such  animals,    in  the 
area,    and   it  may  be    that   there  are,    and    I  think   that  no  one  can 
say  for   sure.      Given   this  uncertainty,    we    should  proceed  with 
extreme    caution   and    ensure    that    the   area    is   managed    in  a   maimer 
compatible   with   the   r^intenance   and  ultimate    recovery  of   this 
population. 
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The — another    important    factor    favoring   a   Bitter   Creek 
Wilderness  is   the  need    to  achieve  a  better   geographical   dis- 
tribution  of  protected   wilderness    so   that    Eastern   Montanans 
don't  have  to  drive  all    the  way  to  the   Bob  Marshall,    800  to  a 
thousand  miles   round    trip,    to   escape    the   mechanized   world   in  a 
wilderness  setting.      A  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  would  go  a    long 
way  towards  correcting   this   geographical   imbalance   which 
presently  exists. 

Although   the   entire   wilderness    study   area    is    tech- 
nically qualified   or  -=uch  of  It,    1  snould   say.    Is    technically 
qualified   for  wilderness   designation,    the    Montana   Wilderness 
|  Association  would    like    to   see   a   balance   between   the   competing 
uses   and   the   competing   perspectives   between    the    no-wilderness 
and   the  all-wilderness   extremes.      I  believe  both   options 
represent  an  extreme    situation.       As    such,    we    support    and   urge 
the    BLM  to   recommend    the    Bitter   Creek   East    Alternative    No.    2 
for  a   39,950-acre   Bitter   Creek   Wilderness.       This    option    is 
completely  defensible    from  a  wilderness    suitability   standpoint. 
The   opportunity   to   preserve    a    small    remnant    of   a    once    vast 
prairie   wilderness    far   outweighs    whatever    temporary   disruption 
of    ORV  uses  and   speculative    natural    gas    potential    that    might 
occur   In   the   area. 

The   alleged   ranch-related   economic    inipacts   are 


exaggerated   and  are    inconsistent    with    the    grazing    guidelines 
referred   to   previously. 
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The    Bitter   Creek   East    Alternative   would   achieve    the 
balance,    the    long-term  balance,    that    Congress   had   in  mind   when 
Section   603   of    FLPMA  was   enacted.  *"*»*■ 

I  oust    take    exception  as   well    in   the    Environmental 
Impact    Statement    to    the    Incorrect  contrasting   of    wilderness 
with  multiple   use.       The   wilderness   management    is   an   important 
part   of   multiple   use.       It's   recognized    in   the    Multiple    Use   Act 
as    being    part    of    the   multiple-use   concept   and,    in   fact,    in   this 
particular  area  all    forms   of  multiple  use    presently  existing 
would   continue.       That    is    recreation,    watershed   protection, 
livestock   production  and  wildlife.      Those    basic    multiple-use 
values   and  uses    presently  occurring  would  continue  under 
wilderness    management   of    the    reduced   portion   of   Bitter   Creek 
that    I   referred    to   as    Alternative    3. 

It    seems    tD   me    that    the    BLM  should   regard   a    positive 
Bitter   Creek   Wilderness   recommendation   as   an   opportunity   to 
better   inform    the    local   people   of    the    benefits    of   wilderness 
designation  and   of    the  obligation   that  we  as   a   society  have   to 
preserve    at    least   a    small    part   of   our   diminishing   prairie 
wilderness    for    future    generations. 

I   have    appreciated    the    opportunity    to   present    this 
statement    and    I   will    leave   a   copy  with    you   for    the    official 
record. 

MR.    RL'S5ELL:      Thank   you.       Stuart    Doggett. 

MR.    DOCCETT:      Mv   name    is    Stuart    Docgett,    and    I  am 
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■r  .*.-..■#''•    Lf   r**.t    iru    ce^timcrtv    ^i     he^a,!.*     -.f    -_he    loi-.cana 
"t3Ckf,r  (>***«    as  s  dc  ia  t.  i  ar. ,    Montana    Pub  J  ic     lands    Council    and    the 
Montana   Association   of    State    grazing    ZHstricts. 

Our   organization*   are    supporting   a    non-wilderness 
designation   for    the    Bitter    Creek   area  and,    therefore,    agree 
with  the  BLM's  proposed  action  for   this  area.      We    feel    the 
oultiple-use  management   currently   being   used    on    the    Bitter 
Creek  area   is   working   well   and   should   be   continued,    and  nowhare 
have  we  found  a   rational   explanation  aa    to  why  this  area   should 
be   considered    for  a   wilderness    designation. 

We  do  not    support  a   wilderness  designation  for  the 
Bitter  Creek  area   for  the    following   reasons:      One.    it  would 
not  enhance  grazing  capacities    in  the  area  and  may,    in  fact, 
work  against  operators  who  graze    in  the  area. 

Two,    currently   there   are   allotment   management   plana 
in  the  Bitter  Creek  area,    and  with  a  wilderness  designation 
they  could  be  modified   or  altered. 

Three,    future  control   on  noxious  weeds  might  not  be 
sufficient   If   the   area   were   designated   as   wilderness. 

Four,    ag.    lending    institutions   have    showed   that   they 
place  a  lower  value   on  ranching  operations  which  contain 
wilderness   as  described    on    Page    26   of   the    EIS. 

Five,    wilderness   would  mean  a   restriction  on 
mechanical  range   developments    in  the   area. 

In  conclusion,     I  would    like   to   reiterate    that    our 


rgarti..*"  tart*   do   rot    copper,    j   w*     itr.u   ■       -ie*  ..'.-.lat  \    !■    f        •„-*€ 
Sitter   Creek    area   and   «e    feel    that    ir    would    benefit    "sort    people 
if    the    current   multiple -use    Tanagement    procedures    were    con- 
tinued.      Again,    I   would    like    to    thank    this  —  the    BLM    for    these 
hearings   and   hope    that    the    concerns    of    our    three    organizations 
are    taiten    into   account    when   you   decide   how    co   -manage    the    Bitter 
Creek  area. 

MB.    RUSSELL:      Thank   you,    Mr.    Doggett. 

Jams    Hodge. 

MB.    HODGE:      My  name    is    Jim   Hodge.       I    live    in   Helena, 
and    I   am   representing   myself    here    tonight.       I   appreciate    the 
opportunity  to  testify. 

This   area    that's   under   question   is    an   area    that    I 
have    known  and   known   pretty  well    for   about    thirteen   years.      I 
have  hunted   there.      I  have  been--I  have  worked  up  in  that 
country  and   I  know  an  awful    lot   of  the  people  up   there. 

I  think  there   are    three    reasons   that   support  your 
recommendation  of  no  wilderness    in  that  area.      First   of  all, 
need;    secondly,    the    regulatory  process;    and,    third,    public 
sentiment. 

I  think  the    question  of  need   in  my  mind   is    twofold-- 
one ,    the   obvious   one   of    is    this  needed?-    What   happens    if  we  do 
designate    this   a  wilderness   area    that's   not    happening   now? 
And   that   falls    into   three   categories.      What  happens    ixxnedi- 
ately,    what  happens    in    the   aid   term  and  what  happens    In   the 
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long   term?      I  can    say  at    least    in  a   common-sense   way    that    there 
is  nothing  that's   going   to  change.      You  can  hunt    there.      The 
relationships   between   the   agricultural   people,    the    recreation- 
ists,    the  tourists,    the  people    that    live   in  town,    are  all 
pleasant  now,   and   X  would  assume    in  the    long  range  without 
this  designation   they   will   continue    to   remain   the    same,    but 
the  second  part  of   that,    and   I  think    it's   one    that    I  will  get 
back  to  again,    is   the   need  to  maintain  this   quality  of   life. 

We  are  always    talking  about  quality  of    life    in  this 
I  state,  and  in  that  area    they  have  a   terrific   quality  of    life. 
|    As    I   said  before,    they   have   a    good    sense    of   harmony.      Sow,    this 
ji  is    probably  a    little   bit    too  broad  based    for   this   kind   of   a 
study,  but  they  really  do   get  along  with  each  other  up  there. 
The  agriculturalists   know  each  other.      The   people   in  town  know 
each  other.      I  know  there    is  an  incredible    infusion  of  hunters 
and   some   fishermen,    and    they  are   able   to   rsaintain   themselves 
v«ry  well.     There   is  nothing — so   I  think    there    is  need  to 
rain  tain   that. 

To  impose  upon  these   people   in  this    region  again  a 
wilderness  area   that    is    for   outside    or   external   causes    I   think 
is   a   genuine   mistake. 

The   second   reason,    and    I   have    participated    in  a 
myriad  of  regulatory  processes   in  my   life,    and  we   are  here 
tonight   participating    in.    basically,    a    regulatory   process    to 
cake  a  determination  on  wilderness.      You   in   this   process   have 

IAJC"    }r^WTHAHV    "B -0""*«C 


made   a   determination    that    this    shouldn't   be   a   wilderness   area, 
and    I    think    that    this    is   a   good   example,    as   was    indicated 
earlier,    where    the    process   works.      It's   certainly   an   elaborate. 
comprehensive    process,    and    I   think  you   have   'made    the    determina- 
tion and   made    the   recommendation,    and    I   think   that   when   you 
go — have    that  kind   of  process   you   should  definitely  be 
responsive    to   it. 

The   third   one,    and   I  think  it's  an  incredibly 
import-ant   one,    if  you  have  —  if  everything  was   equal,    and    I 
think   in  this    Instance   everything    is   not  equal,    in  other  words, 
there    is    no   demonstrated   need,    that   your   regulatory   process 
indicates    that    this    shouldn't   be    a   wilderness    area,    but   even 
If   everything  was   equal   I   think  the  public    sentiment    should  be 
taken   into   account    in   this    region. 

I   know   of    three    instances,    two    in  my   history    in    the 
area   and   one    that   happened   before,    where    there    has    been    incred- 
ible   outside   bureaucratic    intrusion   on   this   area   and    these 
people.       Fort    Peck    Dam,    good    or   bad,     I   don't   know,    but    it   was 
an    Incredible    intrusion.      The    Air    Force    Base    is    something    that 

i 

■*0     I  came    down   on    these    people    like   a    ton   of   bricks--still    there, 


still   an    Incredible    problem.      I   know   that    they   have    had 
ongoing    range    and    grazing    problems   up   there,    so   I    think   that 
in    this    instance    to    impose    something    from   outside    on   these 
people    is--in  my  view   is    a    real   mistake,    and    I    think    that    if, 
in    fact,    you   go   acainsc    your    recommendation   and    This   was    named 
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•.■ink    if    inert    is    ever   »r    Lnstance    -riere    somec.Lr.g    La   not —  if 
»c*»tn±ns's  not    broker  you   snouldr't    fix    it,    and  at    least    Ln  m 
time.    In  ay  tenure   participating    in   ihat    area,    there    is  nothing 
broken  up  there.      Everything   can   happen   there    chat    would 
happen   if   it  was   a  wilderness   area. 

Thank   you, 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank   you. 

VOICE:      Good   speech   there.      Right    there. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Mr.    Stults. 

MR.    STULTS:      My    name    is    John    Stults.       I  am   from 
Helena,    and   I  would    like    to    speak    in    favor   of   making    the    Bitteri 
Creek  area  a  wilderness  area,    and  my   feeling    is    that   there   Ls 
a  need  and  that   the   need   is    to  maintain  a  certain  amount    of 
prairie  wilderness  as    laboratory   for  use    in  maintaining   the 
ability   of  Montanans    and   Montana    Industry   to    reclamate. 

I   feel    that   we   are    putting   aore   and  more    pressure    on 
our   prairie    lands   through    industry   and    through   agriculture, 
and   we  are    finding    that    in   both  areas   we   have   caused   problems 
with  natural,    pardon  me,    natural   grasslands  and    that  our 
ability  to  reclamate    Is  pretty  hit  and  miss.      It '  s  a  young 
science,   and  I  think   it  needs  a  base    of   information  to  study 
and  a  base  of  information  to  expand  its  ability   to   successfully 
reclasace  areas    that  we  are    strip  dining  and  areas   that  are 
becocing  victims  of   saline    seep  and   other  unfortunate  circum- 
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think    that    it*;     Ln-  riart    ?*>ar    we     :ialntair    sorae      aw   wiloerntss 
if:    the    prairie    lanes    that    we    can    nave    a    scientific    base    to   wor* 
from   and   establish   a    good,    solid    and    strong    reciamatior.    pro- 
cess. 

Thank    you    for    the   opportunity. 
MR.    RUSSELL:      Than*   you,    Mr.    Stults. 
Mx.    Uestburg. 

MR.   WTSTBURG:      I  am  Milo  We  at  burg.      I  am  from 
Helena    here,    and    I   am  also    from    Lewistown,    and   my   grandf  o  Iks 
and   stuff  horoesteaded   in   the   Missouri  River  Breaks,    and  also 
I   have    got   a    lot    of    in-laws    and   stuff   around   Glasgow,   and    I  do 
support   BLM's    plan. 

I  think   there    is   enough  wilderness  areas   in  the    State 
of   Montana,    and    I  think  we    ought   to  start   taking  a  look  at 
local    Industry  and   ve    ought    to    start    supporting   some   of   Che 
ranches   and   scuff  as    far  as,    you  know,    what   they  are    trying    to 
do. 

If   people    want    to    take    a    look  at   wilderness   areas, 
utilize    those   areas,    they   ought    to   use    the    ones    that   are 
existing  and  we    ought   to   start    taking  a   look  at  eliminating 
wilderness   areas    around    the    state. 
Thank  you. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank    you,    Mr.    Westburg. 
Mr.    Romero. 
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MR.    ROMERO:      I   don't    know   too   many   people,    but   how 
many   people   have   really   been  up   there?      Anybody? 

VOICE:      I  have   been   up   there. 

MR.    ROMERO:      You  guys   have.      How  many?      Well,    you 
have  been  up  there   three    times.      That  ain't  nothing,    you  know, 
i    but   c-attle — cattlemen  need   water.      They   need   grazing    Land. 
I    They  don't  need  nobody   from   out    of    town   coming    in   to   tell    them 
what    to  do.      I  am   serious. 

I  raise   my--I   raise    horses    now,    and    I   raise   my 
garden,   and  I  don  t  want  nobody  coming   in  and  telling  re  what 


'  to  do  and  what — you  know,    it's   bullshit,    excuse   my    language, 

|  but  who  needs  it?     You  guys    don't    want  nobody  coming   in  telling:' 

you   what   to   do.      Do   you?      You    let    anybody   In   your   house    to   come 

in  and  tell  you  what  to  do? 

You  had  the  biggest    speech.      Do  you  want   somebody 

coming   in  your   house   and    telling   you  what   to   do?      No,    no  way. 

Why  don't  you  guys  get  off   this   trip  and    let   them  people— -we 

are    talking  about — you   have    been    calking   about    locals.       Let 

the    local   people   do  what    they  want   to   do   and    get   off    of   it. 

They  don't  need  it.      They  need  all   the    land   they  can   get. 

You  know,    as    far  as    that    goes,    I  am   Indian.      My   last 
name's    Romero,    but  my   real   name    is    Azure.       I   am   from   Turtle 
Mountain.      You  know,    if    there    is   a   bitch   going   on   I   should 
bitch.      I  don't  have  no  bitch,    you  knew,    and    I  can  go  on  and   on 
and  on,    but   I  don't  want   to.      You  guys  can  give   me--you  know. 


inside    I  am  mad   because   bureaucracy   sucks,    and    I  am   sorry,    but  . 

that's    the  way  it   is.      Just   let  the   people  up  there   take    care 

of    their    stuff   and   you   guys    take   care   of   your   stuff. 

I  am   looking   directly  at  you  because  vou  made  the         j 
best   speech  which  is — you  know,    doesn't — doesn't  hurt.      It 

should,  but  It  doesn't.  You  know,  farmers  need  what  they  can 
get.  Ranchers  need  what  they  can  get.  Nobody  is  getting  that 
because    somebody  else    is  deciding  what   they  are  going  to   get. 


you  K310W. 


Who  goes  up  there?      Nobody.      That's   prairie.      That's 
for  the   ranchers  and    that's    for  the   farmers.      Let    them  have    it. 

And   chat's  about   all    I  got   to  say.      I  could  go   on  and 
on  and   on  and--excuse   me.      Thank   you.      Thank  you  all. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Thank   you,    Mr.    Romero. 

Are    there    any   other   comoencs? 

MR.    TEIGEN:       I  am   Mons    Teigen.       I  am   from  Helena, 
Montana.       I  am   appealing   here    on   my   own   behalf.       I  am  a    third- 
generation   Montanan.       Our    family    is    still    operating  a   ranch 
that's   a   hundred   years    old    this    year    quite   a    few  miles   south 
of   the   Bitter   Creek   area. 

I   have    not    been   on   the    Bitter   Creek   Wilderness 
Proposal.      I  have    flown  over  it  a    time   or  two.      I  have  a    rough 
idea  of  what   it    looks    like. 

I  think   that    it's   not   often   that    I  wholeheartedly 
agreed   with   the   Bureau  of    Land   Management  on  any  of   their 
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»#t'1M0*i»      *o    .  «ji    :  * ,       ««.  <*t      *■'..*      _-*    '   ■sc        '.    in  in*,    cti* 

--a-. LMe%    iav*    r*.ifM«C    she    si:-atior    at    it    la      «o    !   if 

p'  casiiitlv    surprisec    to   see    that    the-- that    the    Bureau    recog- 
nizes   the   situation. 

You  know,    we    get    cne    idea    that    this    ulldemesi    is   a 
new   thing    that's    just    started    in    the    last    few   years ,    that 
Montana   has   to   get    their    share    of   wilderness    before    it's    all 


jgone.       I   got   news    for   some    of   you   folks.      Uf    have    had — 


.Montana's  had  3.3  million  acres    of  wilderness    for  a   htl  1  of  a 
II  long   time  and   this    has    been   available    for   many,    Tuiny   people    to 

:j  enjoy. 

I 

Much   of    the    state    that   we   are    so   concerned   about   and 

li 
I  want    to   preserve    is   being   preserved   today   because   of    the 

ranching  industry  has  been  able   to  do   that.      You   start   turning 

these  ranchers    into  a  bunch  of   ticket    takers,    people   requiring 

access  permits   to  get   on  there,    they  have    to  have  a  certain 

kind   of   an  arrangement   to   bring    their    pack    string   on    there    if 

they  are   going  to  bring  a  pack    string   on   there,    and   so  on,    you 

are  going  to  have  a  great  deal   more    solitude  our.    there   than  you 

have   right  now. 

I  think  agriculture,    particularly  the    livestock 

industry,    is  in  a  bad  vay   today.      They  can't   stand   too  aiuch 

more  of   this.      Ue  deplore    the    idea   of — idea  of    subdivisions 

and  operators   from  the    East  and  corporate    individuals   toeing 

out    and   buying    into    our--our   range    lands.       The    tougher   you   make 


this    u   going    tc   happen        Tf    vcu  war.-    .      A«-a\    -it.-    tr.« 
easterners    tnac    Coc»    out    and   hang    th*    no-rrr  j  pas  sing    signs    up, 
the--th*--all    the    other   access    problems ,     ;ust    keep   nasiling    thai 
bona    fide    rancners    and   farmers. 

The    reason    that    area    looks   as    good   as    it    does    today 
is    because    they   have    taken   care    of    it. 

I  think  that  there  is  another  problem  that  you  ought 
to  give  some  thought  to  in  this  area.  W  talk  about  that  this 
is  an  area.  I  think,  according  to  the  definition,  it's  an  area 
untramneled    by  man.    and    so   on.       well,    mv    Information   about    the   ■ 

i 

Bitter   Creek   area   was    it    was    plowed   one    time,    there   were    peoples 
living   on    that   area,    there    were    school    bells    ringing,    there  i 

were    a    lot    of    things    going    on   out    there,    and   now  by    some    stretch 

of    the    imagination   because    the    folks   moved   out    in  order    to   tnaucei 

I 
an   economic   unit    for    somebody   else    all    of   a    sudden   we   have   got   j 

to   preserve    this    thing  and    save    it  —  save  us    from  ourselves. 

I    think    the    ranchers    and    farmers    in    this   country   are 
able    to    take    care    of    themselves    very   well   and    I   am   glad   to    see 
that    the    Bureau  of    Land  Management  has   recognized  this.      The 
local    people   are    against    this.       The   major    livestock   organiza- 
tions and  agricultural   organizations  are  against  this.      The 
only  people    that    I  know  that  are    for  it  are    the  wilderness 
society  and    I  don't  know  where    they  come   from.      I  have  never 
heard   the   numbers    or   the  names   of    the    individuals   that  belong 
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to   that   outfit,    but    I    think    the    3LM  has   made   a   good   decision 
here,    and   I  hope  to  God  you  stay  with   it. 

Thank   you. 

MR-   RUSSELL:      Thank  you.    Mr.    Teigen. 

Are   there  any   others? 

Okay.      In  closing    the   record    I  would    like   to   remind 
you  that  the  testimony  received  at  this  hearing  will   be  avail- 
able   in   the   form  of   a    transcript   and    if   you   wish   to    receive 
copies   of   the    transcripts    please    leave    your   name   and   address 
with   the  court   reporter. 

You  are   also-- just   a   minute. 

VOICE:      I   forgot     in  serting    that    letter    in   support 
of    Alternative    3   for   the    hearing   record.       I  wonder    if    I  may  do 
so  at   this    time. 

MR.    RUSSELL:      Yes,    sir.       I  will   accept    it.       Thank   you 

You  are  also  reminded   that  all    testimony  will   be 
analyzed  by  the  Lewistown   District  manager  and  a  written  record 
of    that  analysis  will   be   prepared   and   will   be   available    for 
inspection  at   the    Lewistown    District    Office.       The   analysis    of 
this    testimony  will   be   used    to    determine    what   changes,    if   any, 
are    required   in   the   wilderness    suitability    recommendations. 

The   final   recommendations   will   be    forwarded    to    the 
President  following  concurrence   and   signature   by  the    Secretary 
of   the  Interior. 

This  hearing  Is  closed.      This    is   the    last  hearing 


that    has   been    scheduled.       However,    the   record    shall    remain 
open  until   July    20,    1934,    and  we   urge    that  you  contact   those       | 
who   could   not   make    it    to    this    hearing   or   the    hearing   that   was     j 
in   Glasgow   two   nights   ago   and   have    them   subtmfct-  any  written 
comments    that    they   might   wish    to   make. 

The   BLM'ers   will    stay  a   while    to   answer   any  questions 
that   anybody   has   concerning    the   document    itself    for  clarifica-   i 
tion  or  for  whatever  reason,    and  with  that   I  will  close    the 
hearing,    and    I  appreciate    you  all   coning   and    taking   an    interest 
in   this. 

Thank    you. 

(The    hearing   was    then  concluded   at    the    hour   of 
8:30  p.m.,    this    24th  day  of  May,    1984.) 

I,    Harry   G.    Rauch,    a   Certified    Shorthand   Reporter 
and    Registered    Professional    Reporter,    do   hereby   certify   that    I 
took  down   in   stenotype    the    proceedings   had   on   the    subject 
Hearing   at    the    tine    and    place    hereinbefore    set    forth   and   that 
the    foregoing    thirty- two    (32)    pages    constitute    a    full,    true   and 
correct    transcript    of   rrry    stenotype   notes    of    said    proceedings. 

Dated    this    11th  day  of  June,    1984. 


Certified    Shorthand    Reporter 

and 

Registered    Professional    Reporter 
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RECEIVED 


Mr.  Glenn  U.  Freeman 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

A1 rport  Road 

l.rwfstown,   Montana   59475 

Dear  Mr.   Freeman: 

The  U.S.   Environmental    Protection  Agency    (EPA)  has  completed  Us  review  of 
your  agency's  draft  environmental    Impact  statement    (DEIS)  on  the  Bitter  Creek 
Wilderness  proposal.     The  DEIS  1s  well   written.   Informative  and  adequately 
covers  the  environmental    Issues   Involved. 


Our  only  comment  concerns  the  apparent   severe  over-grazing  situation  on 

parts   of    the  BLM  lands.     The  DEIS  states  that  certain   range  Improvements  are 
necessary   to  correct  these  problems.     No  mention  1s  made,   however,  of  a   range 
Improvement   alternative   based  on   lowering  the   number   of    livestock   using  these 
over-grazed  areas.     This  alternative  should  also  be  analyzed  and  discussed. 

According  to  EPA's  rating  system  for  draft  impact  statements  this  DEIS  Is 
rated  10-2  (lack  of  objections  -  Insufficient  Information).  The  Agency  needs 
information  to  analyze  the  feasibility  of   the  lowering  numbers  of   livestock. 

If  you   have  any  questions,   please  contact  Mr.   Gene  Taylor  1n  our  Montana 
Office  1n  Helena,   at   449-5486. 


ack  W.   Hoffbtfr 

feting  Assistant  Regional   Administrator 
for  Policy  and  Management 


OtPARTMLNT  OF  HEALTH  i  HUMAN  StRVICES 
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OnliMi  tot   DiiOIV*  ContM 

Ailmti  GA  30333 
July  5,  19B4 


Mr.  Glenn  W.  Freeman 

District  Manager,  District  Office 

BLM,  Airport  Road 

Lewis town,  Montana   59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
Bittercreek  Wilderness  Study  Area,  Montana.   Ve  are  responding  on  behalf  of 
the  U.S.  Public  Health  service. 

In  Chapter  3  (Affected  Environment)  a  deacription  of  mining  location  and 
leasing  states  that  "in  the  case  of  post-FLPMA  leases,  any  exploration  or 
development  must  not  degrade  wilderness  value  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Area 
(WSA)."   It  would  be  helpful  in  the  Final  BIB  to  describe  the  process  of 
evaluating  potential  activities  to  determine  If  degradation  of  wildernesa 
valve  would  occur  in  the  study  area. 

We  have  reviewed  this  document  for  potential  health  effects  and  hsve  no  other 
comments  to  offer.   We  believe  that  the  proposed  alternatives  have  been 
adequately  addressed* 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  Draft  EIS. 
of  the  final  document  when  it  becomes  available. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Please  send  us  a  copy 


Stephen  Margolii,  Ph.D. 


AJu 

$        Chief,  Environmental  Affaire  Croup 

Environmental  Health  Services  Division 
Center  for  Environments!  Health 
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United  Stales  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL   PARK   SERVICE 


IN    M;PLY    Rr.FRR   TO: 

L7619    (RMR-PC) 


ROCKy     MOUNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFFICE 

655  Pirfet  SirM 

P.O.  Bi>«  mm 

Denver,  Colorado    B022S 


JUN  2    7   1984 


Memorandum 

To:        District  Manager,  Lewistovn  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Lewistown,  Montana 

From:     Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject:   Review  of  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement  (DES-84/17) 

The  National  Park  Service  has  reviewed  the  subject  document.   None  of  the 
alternatives  discussed  will  affect  any  area  where  the  Notional  Park  Service 
Huh  Jurisdiction,  expertise  or  management  responsibilities. 


rd  A.  Strait 


MONTANA  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 

HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

225  NORTH  ROBERTS  STREET  •  (406)  444-4584  •  HELENA,  MONTANA  59620 


■"  HAY  2  3  1984 

RECEIVED 

IEWVJIOWH.  MT 


Hay  21,    1981 

Qlenn  V.   Preecan,   Distrlot  Manager 

Diatrlot  Offioe 

Buraau  of  Land  Managenent 

Airport  Road 

Lewistovn, ad 

LewiBtown,   HT     59457 

RE i    Draft  Blttar  Creek  Wilderneaa  Enrlronnental  lapaot  Statement 

Dear  Hr.   Preenam 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  doouaent  identified  above 
I  do  not  believe  that  we  hare  substantial  ooaaents  to  offer  to  you.  An 
a  general  rule,  wilderness  designation  affords  historlo  and  prehistoric 
resouroea  sons  greater  protection  than  does  aultiple-use  designation. 
However,  so  long  as  you  are  oommltted  to  ooaplianoe  with  36CFR800  in  tn« 
completion  of  projects  in  that  area,  oultural  resouroea  should  receive 
consistent  identification  and  through  evaluation  and  consideration  in  planning. 
Henoa,  we  do  not  believe  that  oultural  resouroa  nanageaent  issues  need 
to  be  instrumental  in  the  oholoa  of  an  alternative  for  the  Bitter  Creek 
Area. 

Sinoerely, 

Haroalla  Sherfy, 

State  Historlo  Preservation  Offloa 

oo:   Ralph  Drlaar 


Valley  County  Hoard  of  County  Commissioners 


f.O-  fiox  jii 

GLASGOW,  MOfTTANA  59230 


Earl  Daley,  Oiatman 
Howard  Corrrwefl 
John  Ertgjtrom 

Mary  /-on  Elde,  Clerk 


April  23.  1984 


Mr.  Dennis  Hoyum 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rte.  1  -  775 

Glasgow,  Montana  59230 


Dear  Mr.  Hoyum: 


"SOC..DM.         „ 

*0MIN-   . .  in 


APR  2  5  1984  ,l" 

RECEIVED 

'ISIOWN.  «T 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  would  like  to  reaffirm  our 
previous  stand  that  the  Bitter  Creek  area  should  not  be  designated 
a  wilderness  as  it  would  not  be  In  the  best  Interest  of  Valley 
County  and  the  proposal  should  be  abandoned.  We  feel  the  Multiple 
Use  Concept  of  these  federally  owned  lands  be  maintained  for  the 
benefit  of  all,  for  the  reasons  we  stated  1n  our  letter  of  August 
11,  1983,  and  from  the  report  by  Or.  John  E.  Taylor,  Range  Consultant 
from  Montana  State  University. 

We  also  fully  support  the  decision  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment to  not  designate  the  Bitter  Creek  area  as  a  wilderness. 

Very  truly  yours. 


s&< 


Earl    Daley, £WfTrman 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 


CD/ml e/dw 


William  Clark  -Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Bob  Burford  -Director,  Dept.  of  the  Interior 

M1ke  Penfold  -State  Director,  Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

Glen  Freeman  -Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  %s 


r 


CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCES  A  G  R I  tfUt^TOEplttL   </! 
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BOX  13?  GLASGOW.  MONTANA    69 

TTLErHONE    1406!   ?7R  7?W  * 


April  23,  1964 


Glenn  W.  Freeman,  District  Manager 

District  Office  BLM 

Airport  Road 

Lewistown,  Montana  59457 


Dear  Mr .  Freeman : 


It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  write  this  letter  as  requested 
by  the  Glasgow  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  Agriculture's  Board  of  Direc- 
tors.  The  Board,  at  last  regular  scheduled  meeting,  went  on  record 
favoring  the  BLM's  decision  to  recommend  a  "NO  WILDERNESS",  desig- 
nation for  the  Bitter  Creek  Area. 

As  you  are  no  doubt  well  aware,  our  Chambers  very  vocal  protests 
at  placing  the  Bitter  Creek  Area  into  Wilderness  designation,  have 
been  representive  of  the  majority  of  citizens  in  Valley  County. 

We  are  thankful  and  appreciative  of  this  BLM  action,  and  with 
these  remarks  we  wish  to  indicate  to  you  and  the  Bureau  our 
pleasure  that  the  Public  and  Government  can  work  together. 


Sincerely, 


yjL^  A^ftidK 


Glenn  A.  Miller 
Executive  Vice  President 
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MONTANA  PUBLIC  LANDS  COUNCIL 


P.  0.  BOX  1679  -  HELENA.  MONTANA  59624 
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July  18,  1984 


Glenn  Freeman 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Airport  Road 

Lewis  town,  Montana  59457 

Dear  Glenn, 

The  Montana  Public  Lands  Council  thanks  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
draft  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  This  Council  repre- 
sents the  interest  of  livestock  producers  who  use  public  lands  1n  Montana  and  1s 
directed  by  the  Montana  Stockgrowers  Association,  the  Montana  Wool  Growers  Associa- 
tion and  the  Montana  Association  of  State  Grazing  Districts.  Our  comments  therefore 
represent  the  Public  Lands'  position  of  these  three  entitles  1n  regards  to  the 
Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Our  comments  follow: 

As  described  1n  the  Bitter  Creek  draft  EIS,  the  Montana  Public  Lands  Council 
endorses  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative  and  compliments  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment for  choosing  this  as  their  Proposed  Action.  Although  we  agree  with  your  Non 
Wilderness  recomnendatlon  for  the  Bitter  Creek  area,  we  feel  that  we  should  clearly 
outline  our  reasons  for  not  wanting  a  Wilderness  designation  1n  this  area;  they  are 
as  follows: 

1)  A  Wilderness  designation  would  result  1n  less  effective  livestock  manage- 
ment for  the  operators  who  utilize  this  area  for  grazing  purposes.  For 
example,  operators  who  use  motorized  vehicles  to  occasionally  monitor 
their  livestock  would  have  to  abandon  this  logical  practice  and  revert 

to  more  time  consuming  and  expensive  methods  such  as  monitoring  on  foot 
or  horseback. 

2)  Another  reason  that  a  Wilderness  designation  1s  not  supported  1n  the  Bitter 
Creek  area  is  that  such  a  designation  would  go  directly  against  the  wishes 
of  the  indlvidualswho  live  1n  or  near  the  area.  It  Is  our  feeling  that 
the  people  who  derive  a  living  from  this  area  and  who  must  ultimately  live 
with  any  decision  made  by  the  BLM  should  be  given  fair  consideration. 

A  Wilderness  designation  or  even  partial  Wilderness  designation  of  this 
area  could  create  poor  working  relationships  between  permittees  1n  the  , 
area  and  the  BLM.  Again,  we  compliment  you  for  recognizing  this  problem 
in  your  draft  and  recommending  an  alternative  that  would  avoid  such 
conflicts. 


Page  2 

Glenn  Freeman,   BLM 

July   18,    1984 


3)  We  continue  to  feel   that  the  multi-use  concept  1s  the  best  type  of  public 
land  management  1n  this  area   for  all    Interests  when  you  compare  1t   to  the 
limitations  you  encountered  with  a  Wilderness  designation.      Domestic 
livestock  and  wildlife  habitat  would  benefit  most  under  multiple  use 
management  because  rangeland  developments  and  water  Improvements  that 

are  constructed  for  livestock  would  Improve  wildlife  habitat. 

4)  A  final  point  we  would  like  to  make  1n  regards  to  the  Bitter  Creek  draft 
and  one  that  we  would  like  to  compliment  the  BLM  on  1s  for  revealing  the 
study  that  clearly  shows  public  land  permits   Included  In  Wilderness   are 
not  viewed  favorably  by  Ag  loaning  Institutions.     Public  land  permits  do 
have  value  in  the  process  of  borrowing  money  and  with  a  Wilderness  design- 
ation of  an  area  containing  grazing  permits,   these  values  would  be  reduced. 
As  you  point  out  In  your  draft.    Information  was  collected  by  the  Agricultural 
Management  and  Economic  Consulting  through  such  Ag  loan  Institutions  as  the 
Federal   Land  Bank,   Farmers  Home  Administration  and  the  Production  Credit 
Association,  which  revealed  that  lenders  would  place  a   lower  value   for 
lending  purposes  on  ranching  operations  containing  wilderness. 

For  the  reasons  we  have  outlined,   the  Montana   Public  Lands  Council  would  again   like 
to  emphasize  that  we  support  the  Non  Wilderness  recommendation  as  described     in  the 
Bitter  Creek  Draft  since  we  feel    this   decision  represents  the  only  logical   alternative 
in  deciding  how  this  area  should  be  managed.      Again,  we  thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  comment  on  this  draft  and  we  look   forward  to  working  with  you  1n  the  future. 

Sincerely, 


9^ 


J1m  Courtney 
Chairman 


JC:eJr 

CC:   Senator  Max  Baucus 
Senator  John  Mel cher 
Representative  Ron  Marlenee 
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LDERNESS  SOCIETY 


FOUNDED  IN  W)'* 


July  12,  1984 


Glenn  Freeman,  District  Manager 
RLM  Levistown  District 
Airport  Road 
Lewiatown,  Montana     59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freeman, 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  Bitter 
Creek,  wilderness  designation  process.   The  WilderneBB  Society 
support  the  Bitter  Creek  East  alternative  of  39, 950  acres. 

ThlB  compromise  alternative  provides  for  continued  motorized 
recreational  use  with  a  reduction  of  leas  than  IX  in  the  annual 
regional  economy  while  maintain  a  harvest  of  trophy  calibre  mule 
deer  bucks;  provides  for  grating  enhancements  of  an  additional  205 
AUHa  on  1,300  acres  of  rangeland  that  could  be  mechanically  treated; 
and,  provides  for  gaa  development  on  nearly  20,000  acrea  which  would 
be  released  outright  leaving  a  mere  B%    of  the  wildernesB  designated 
acrea  under  pre-FLPHA  leases.   This  compromise  allows  degradation 
of  wilderness  values  on  67X  of  the  WSA,  yet  we  recognize  the  import- 
ance of  agreement  by  concesaion  in  this  situation  and  believe  that 
Che  Bitter  Creek  East  alternative  la  balanced  course  of  action. 
The  Bitter  Creek  East  alternative  would  protect  on  behalf  of  our 
national  interest  a  portion  of  a  once  vast  prairie  wilderness.   It 
Is  an  irreplaceable  remenant  of  our  American  heritage,  and  we  be- 
lieve that  the  majority  of  Americans  value  ita  wilderness  uaes 
and  characteristics  over  any  irreversible  and  non-esBential  uses. 

The  Bitter  Creek  ecosystem  is,  in  the  greatest  part,,  in  very 
fine  ecological  shape  and  meets  all  minimum  requirements  for  wild- 
erness designation  under  the  Wilderness  Preservation  Act,   It  poe- 
npRn  crucial  winter  habitat  for  pronghorn  antelope  and  important 
hnhitat  for  mule  deer  and  many  other  wildlife  apeciea.that  can  only 
be  preserved  by  a  core  wilderness.    We  believe  that  potential  or 
speculative  manageability  conflicts  or  challenges  a a  addressed  in 
this  EIS  are  not  substantial  enough  to  support  a  No  Wilde rnese- 
Propoaed  Action  alternative.   Specifically: 

a)   Exchange  or  purchase  options  for  state  or 


NORTHERN  ROCKIES  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
413  WEST  IDAHO  STREET,  SUITE  #102.  BOISE.  IDAHO  M702 

(206)  MJ-8153 


Bitter    Creek 

The    Wilderness     Society 

Page  2. 


5 


private  lnholdings  were  not  addreeaed  yet  they 
are    essential  considerations  for  a  aelf- 
__protecting  and  manageable  wilderness. 


b)   How  to  manage  pre-FLPMA  leases  is  a  problem 
for  many  wilderneaB  worthy  BLM  lands  and  one 
which  has  yet  been  solved.   However,  degrada- 
tion of  wilderneBB  would  depend  upon  the 
occurrence  and  manner  of  lease  execution.   1 
believe  thia  problem  must  be  addressed  in  great- 
er depth  and  does  not  Justify  unsuitabill ty 
claaaif icat ion  of  otherwise  worthy  landa. 
Furthermore,  only  Bt  of  the  acres  In  the  Bitter 
Creek  East  alternative  are  under  risk. 


C 


o 


c) 


d) 


The  speculation  that  mule  deer  herds  might  be 
degraded  without  notorized  access  for  hunting 
and  thus  create  a  management  problem  is  an  in- 
adequate rationale  for  non-wilderness.   Should 
the  herd  quality  change  as  predicted,  that  is 
there  would  be  more  older  animals,  and  should 
that  condition  continue  to  be  perceived  as  a 
degradation,  a  variety  of  Incentives  could  be 
implemented.   Exploration  of  incentives  and 
an  examination  of  the  desirability  of  a  "young" 
.herd  wei  not  adequately  addressed. 

The  prairie  character  coupled  with  a  number  of 
highly  unBual  aapen  groves  add  to  the  values 
that  already  qualify  Bitter  Creek  for  wilderness. 
Diversity  within  the  National  Wilderness  Preser- 
vation System  to  include  prairie  wilderness  is 
not  adequately  achieved  by  the  UL  Bend  wilderness 
and  the  addition  of  Bitter  Creek  East  would  be 
both  reasonable  and  deslrenble  in  terms  of 
diversity.   This  alternative  ia  a  compromise 
that  will  protect  a  portion  of  one  of  our  nation' s 
laat  remaining  natural  Crest  Plains  Short  grass 
JPralrle  ecosystems. 

Finally,  Bitter  Creek  East  poaesses  high  wilderness  suitability 
in  the  form  of  naturalness,  outstanding  solitude  and  primitive  re- 
creation.  We  urge  you  to  recommend  the  Bitter  Creek  East  wilder- 
ness alternative  of  39,950  acres  as  the  prudent  and  responsible 
course  of  action. 


~7&&t>»+Gs^— 


Sincere  ly  , 

Tom  Robinson,  Director 
Northern  Rockies  Region 
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Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Suite  725,  1101  14th  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20005  •_  202/371-1806 
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June  25,  198^ 


Mr.  Glenn  W.  Freeman 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Airport  Road 

Lewis town,  Montana  59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  1b  pleased  to  comment 
on  DRAFT  BITTER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT, 
Montana. 

We  prefer  alternative  ALL  WILDERNESS.   It  1b  far  Buperior 
to  the  preferred  alternative  NO  WILDERNESS.   Any  over-populatlona 
of  wildlife  created  can  be  handled  easily  by  the  state's  hunting 
regulation  system. 


% 


C 


On   page    1   under   major    environmental  conBequences,    we 

unnder  why   it    is   superior   to  avoid   Impacts  on  livestock  and  minerals 

yet   eaay   to  completely  eliminate  wilderness?  Particularly  since 

grating   la   the  most  wildlife-impacting   use  of  western  lsnda. 

-_",  There   is   only  one  other  graraa-whaatgrass-needlegraa'B 

ecotype  in   the  wilderness   system,   page  38.      This  la   further  reason 
to  eatabllsh   all  wilderness.      Short  grass  prairie   is   needed   in   the 
system.      The    statement   that   similar  areas  on   the  CharleB   Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  have  been   proposed  means  nothing.      It   is 
rrminiBcent  of   BLM  attitudes  on   the  old  growth/spotted  owl   situation: 
"let  other  agenclea   carry   the  burden." 

On   page  9,    the  minor  reductions   in  habitat  management 
necessary  are  acceptable   to  obtain  wilderness  beneficial    to  wild- 
life on  nearly   60,000  acres.      No  grazing   cuts  will  be  made.      Page 
10  reveals    that   7,317  AUM  are   permitted  now.      Based   on   season  of 
use,   we  compute   that  about  4,108  cows   are   involved  in   the   study 
area    (Table    3.1).      The    only   change    In' livestock  management   would 
require   that   ranchers  use  horses  In   the   old  Montana    traditions 
and  lifestyle,    not  pickups   in   the  new  one. 


DEDICATED  TO  WILDLIFE  SINCE  1911 


Mr.    Glenn  W.    Freeman 


June   25,    1984 
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At   a  gracing   fee  of   51.40  per  AUM,    the  government   receives 
only  $10,243  a  year   from  grazing  on  the  USA.      We  wonder  what   the 
management   coBta   are. 


Since  wildernesB  will   not  harm  grazing  and  will  benefit 
wildlife,   we   see  no  reason  for  anything  other   than  selection  of 
the   all  wilderness  alternative.      Enforcement  of   the  wildernesB  Is 
something   that   can  be  solved  by  good  planning  and  custodial   type 
patrbla.      It   is  not  a  major  issue. 


These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  Wlllia 
the   Institute's  Western  Representative. 

Sincerely, 


B.  Morse, 


yUu^a^^ 


Daniel  A.  Poole 
President 
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Valley  County  Development  Council 


CourrhouM  Anna 
Poit  O'fka  B 


Room  2 
B37 

>,  Mmn«M  S9730 
(4061   278  9389 


May    21,    1984 


To: 
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USDI  MAY  2  2  1984 

RECEIVED 

IIWISTOWH,  MT 


Mr.  Glenn  W.  Freeman 

District  Manager,  District  Office 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Airport  Road  ' 

Lewistown,  Montana  59457 

Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft. 
Formal  Hearing  for  public  comments,  Glasgow,  Montana 
May  22,  1984. 
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Presented  By:   The  Valley  County  Development  Council  (VCDC) 

[This  oiganizatsion  it  detigncUed  OveAalt  Economic  Development 

Plagium  Committee  ion.  VaJLley  County  in  a  cooidinating  capacity. 

The  executive  boajui  it  assembled  wtth  bioad  nepne&entcuUve  Juntehetti .) 

Statement:   On  April  10,  1984,  this  Board,  in  regular  scheduled  meeting, 
reviewed  the  Draft  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  EIS  and  were 
pleased  with  BLM'b  No,  1  recommendation  for  Proposed  Action 
by  "No  Wilderness — no  acreage  would  be  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation."   In  action  taken,  the  Board  confirms 
in  this  recommendation  of  No  Wilderness  designation  in  the 
Bitter  Creek  area  and  further  authorizes  the  VCDC  director, 
Manson  Bailey,  Jr.,  to  present  a  statement  at  public  hearing 
with  additional  information  or  reiteration  of  past  testimony 
for  this. 

It  is  again  recognized  that  In  following  through  on  the 
edict  of  the  U .  S.  Congress  to  inventory  and  study  public 
lands  for  wilderness  values,  the  BLM  personnel  have  extended 
considerable  effort  in  research,  analysis,  decision,  and 
compiling  of  these  recommendations. 

To  those  not  of  this  area  who  will  be  reviewing  the  recom- 
mendations of  this  study,  may  the  following  points  be  con- 
sidered. 

°   A  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  the  prairie  country 
are  opposed  to  wilderness  designation  for  the  Bitter  Creek. 

It  has  a  long  history  of  use  by  man  with  a  continual 
cooperative  upgrading  of  the  resources  for  multiple  use  to 
the  benefit  of  the  economy,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  the 
watershed;  especially  since  the  devastating  drought  of  the 
1930' s  when  those  who  "homesteaded"  were  lorced  off  the 
land  which  is  by  nature  a  semi-arid  area  in  the  best  of  yea$s. 
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Homesteaded  lands:   There  was  a  large  settlement  of 
people  on  the  lands  of  this  general  area.   At  the  time  of 
the  drought  of  the  1930's  and  under  the  Land  Utilization  Act 
(LU),  the  federal  government  purchased  many  of  the  homestead 
lands  which  were  later  seeded  to  grass.   Within  the  EIS  on 
the  Bitter  Creek  it  shows  some  8,000  acres  of  these  once 
privately  held  and  inhabited  lands.   However,  research  of 
the  homestead  plat  books  in  the  Valley  County  Museum  shows 
that  some  24,000  acres  within  these  study  boundrles  were 
once  homesteaded,  giving  names,  date  of  filing,  and  number. 
This  data  surfaced  when  decendants  of  these  pioneers  wrote 
for  information  or  came  to  see  where  this  part  of  their 
ancestors  lives  took  place.   They  are  called  "heritage" 
lands  and  should  be  readily  available  for  viewing  by  those 
who  seek  them  out.   Wilderness  designation  would  greatly 
curtail  this.   These  lands  do  doubt  reverted  to  the  govern- 
ment for  various  reasons  before  the  LU  Act. 

Resource  Management:   Through  the  cooperative  efforts 
of  those  who  lease  the  lands  for  domestic  livestock  along 
with  the  BLM,  Local  Grazing  Districts,  Soil  Conservation 
District,  and  associated  federal  agencies,  Dept .  of  State 
Lands,  State  Fish  and  Game,  and  sportsmen's  organizations, 
the  resources  have  been  improved  with  many  crossfences 
including  sophisticated  rest  rotation  grazing,  water  develop- 
ment reservoirs,  Improved  wildlife  population,  all  of  which 
needs  availability  for  use  and  maintenance.   These  are  well 
covered  In  EIS.   To  change  this  long  established  and  working 
system  to  something,  which  at  best,  would  be  a  very  low 
profile  wilderness  area  does  not  seem  compatible  with  the 
interest  of  the  public. 

°   Sustained  Use  by  the  Public:   Use  of  public  landB 
(by  other  than  domestic  livestock)  would  relate  to  the 
population  of  the  area  or  the  public  from  other  areas 
would  be  drawn  only  for  signlglcant  attractions.   Two  of 
Valley  County's  population  peaks  were  during  construction 
of  Fort  Peck  Dam  50  years  ago.   There  was  no  big  game  to 
hunt  In  eastern  Montana  at  that  time.   More  recently  the 
large  Air  Force  SAC  Base  was  established  18  miles  south 
east  of  the  Bitter  Creek.   It  was  in  operation  from  1958 
to  1968  and  reached  an  on-base  population  of  8,000  people. 
This,  along  with  the  off-base  population  swell,  gave  the 
county  an  estimated  peak  population  of  20,000  people 
(between  official  census  years).   The  Ophelm  Air  Force 
Radar  Base  operated  for  28  years,  1951-1979.   There  were 
115  personnel  plus  families.   This  was  located  near  Ophelm 
and  some  12  miles  from  the  nearest  portion  of  the  Bitter 
Creek  EIS  area.   This  period  was  also  one  of  high  mule  deer 
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and  antelope  populations  on  the  prairies  and  received  atten- 
tion from  the  public.   Valley  County's  19B0  population 
census  was  10,280;  the  point  being  that  the  public  lands 
did  provide  public  recreational  use  with  no  evidence  of 
sustained  damage  by  a  population  which  was  twice  the  present 
size  locally. 

Many  of  these  are  in  the  EIS,  but  thank  you  for  the  opportun- 
ity to  expand  a  few  of  the  many  reasons  we  feel  this  area 
is  not  qualified  for  Wilderness  designation  and  agree  with 
the  No.  1  recommendation  for  no  wilderness  on  the  Bitter 
Creek. 
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STAIIJIINT  IN  SUPPORT  OF  A  BITTER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  PRESENTED  AT  A  BLM 
IICAIIINO  IN  HELENA,  MONTANA  ON  MAY  24,  1984--PRF.LIMINARY  OJN1JENTS  0 
KRAFT  BITTER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  EIS  DATED  MARCH,  1984        \?      ' 

submitted  by  Bill  Cunningham,  MWA  Consecution 


I  firnt  vnnt  to  express  my  gratitude  to  the  BLM  for  conducting  thiB  important 
public  henrlnR  concerning  the  future  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  in  Helena.   A  hearing 
in  Helena  —  some  600  miles  from  Bitter  Creek— is  at  least  tacit  recognition  of  the 
fact  (lint  the  Bitter  Creek  wlldland  resources  are  of  more  then  just  local  signifi- 
cance.  Indeed,  the  potential  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  is  a  resource  of  state  and 
evpn  National  importance. 

Unfortunately,  the  draft  statement  and  recommendation  for  No  Wilderness  in  any 
portion  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  falls  to  recognize  this  broader,  long-term  signifi- 
csnce.   I  am  surprised  and  deeply  disappointed  that  the  BLM  has  thusfar  failed  to 
make  a  poaitive  Wilderness  recommendation  for  this  special  roadless  area  and  I  can 
only  surmise  that  local  pressure  unduly  influenced  this  negative  propossl. 

I  should  state  at  the  outset  that  I  am  personally  familiar  with  the  Bitter  Creek 
WSA  and  I  can  personally  attest  to  its  wilderness  suitability.   On  March  12,  1980 
when  I  was  a  Regional  Representative  for  The  Wilderness  Society  1  took  an  extensive 
aerial  tnur  of  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  along  with  an  on-the-ground  tour  into  the  center 
of  the  area.   The  purpose  of  the  tour  was  to  make  recommendations  to  the  BLM  as  to 
the  routing  of  the-Northern  Border  Gas  Pipeline.   My  recommendations  wero  based  on 
the  principles  of  utilizing  existing  utility  corridors  and  maintaining  the  wilderness 
Integrity  of  the  WSA.   1  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  my  March  14,  19B0  letter  to  former 
Montana  State  Director  Penfold  outlining  these  recommendstions.  The  point  I  wish  to 
make  is  that  we  cooperated  In  good  faith  with  the  BLM  snd  industry  to  accommodate 
development  while  protecting  a  vital  part  of  our  Wilderness  herltsge. 

•  As  a  result,  1  feel  especially  let  down  by  the  BLM  Non  Wilderness  recommendation 
for  Bitter  Craek.   I  am  particularly  puzzled  given  the  Btrength  of  the  Bureau's  re- 
solve to  keep  the  area  in  WSA  atatUB  despite  the  bitter  opposition  from  certain 
local  interests  to  any  wilderness  consideration  for  Blttor  Creek, 

In  June,  1980  1  led  an  MWA  Wilderness  Walk  into  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA.   We  con- 
ducted a  10-mile  hike  throught  the  eastern  portion  of  the  area  with  local  towns- 
people on  both  sides  of  the  lsaua.  We  had  a  good  open  discussion  of  the  wilderness 
characteristics  of  the  area,  grazing  in  wilderness  as  well  as  of  the  issue  of 
wilderness  preservation  In  general.   I  feel  that  we  helped  clear  up  a  number  of 
antl-wildcrness  myths.   For  example,  the  local  folks  learned  that  not  only  is  live- 
stock Krazlng  permitted  within  Wilderness  but  also,  that  there  have  never  been  any 
reductions  in  grazing  in  Wilderness  because  of  Wilderness  deslgnstion.   They  learned 
too  that  we  as  conservationists  support  the  continuation  of  grazing  in  Wilderness  and 
that  we  nupport  the  grazing  guidelines  from  the  Idaho  and  Colorado  Wilderness  legis- 
lation which  allow,  among  other  things,  the  maintenance  and  Improvements  of  grazing 
facilities  within  Wilderness  ss  well  as  the  occasional  uae  of  motorized  equipment 
in  Wilderness  by  the  permittee  when  necessary  for  adminlatration  of  the  allotment. 

In  view  of  these  guidelines,  and  their  incorporation  within  BLM  Wilderness  Manage- 
ment policy,  I  don't  see  why  livestock  Interests  would  oppose  wilderness  in  this 
srea.   Wilderness  is  the  only  form  of  federal  land  classif icatlon  with  a  statutory  '' 
guarantee  that  liveatock  grating  shall  continue  in  Wilderneas  where  it  oxiotod  at  the 
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time  oT  designation  of  the  area  (sec.  4(d)4  of  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964). 

Each  time  that  I've  visited  Bitter  Creek  I've  been  greatly  moved  by  the  power  oi 
the  natural  prairie  landscape.   The  aenae  of  llmltness  horizon,  space  and  subtle 
Creat  Plains  beauty  is  unique  in  Bitter  Creek;  not  to  be  found  in  the  same  wav  In 
any  other  presently  designated  Wlldernoss,   Most  of  the  WSA  meets  and  far  exeneds  the 
criteria  for  Wilderneas  as  defined  in  the  1964  WlldenresB  Act.   Certainly  the  BLfl 
decision  to  maintain  Bitter  Creek  in  WSA  status  was  based  upon  this  fact. 

The  HtaTk,  eroded  badlands  of  the  Bitter  Creek  country  and  the  fact  that  much  oi 
the  area  is  an  eroded  basin  surrounded  by  higher  benchlands  provides  the  visitor  with 
an  awesome  sense  of  solitude  and  with  truly  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
snd  unconfined  recreation. 

The  ETS  greatly  underestimates  the  economic  value  to  the  tourism  induatrv  ol 
designating,  managing  and  protecting  Bitter  Creek  aa  Wilderness.   The  sssumption  ot 
decreased  use  because,  of  lesB  vehicular  acceas  is  without  foundation.   In  fact, 
a  large  Wilderness  in  NE  Montana  (which  presently  hss  alrooat  no  protected  wild 
country)  would  be  a  major  attraction  over  time.   For  example,  horse  outfitters  coul'' 
conduct  guided  hunting  trips  into  a  prslrie  wilderness — a  unique,  high-qualitv 
hunting  opportunity  virtually  non-exietent  in  the  Northern  Great  Plains. 

However,  the  greatest  long-term  value  of  a  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  is  not  recrea- 
tion although  thia  will  become  an  increasingly  Important  use  bringing  new  dollar* 
into  the  local  area.   The  best  reason  fot  a  Bittor  Creek  Wilderness  la  to  Improve  th- 
ecosystem  representation  in  the  NWPS.   There  is  only  one  example  of  a  grama-wheatRraBs 
needlegraas  ecotype  within  the  WlldernesB  System  (UL  Bend)  and  this  area  is  not  ■■-- 
good  a  representation  as  Bitter  Creek.   Despite  a  statement  to  the  contrary  on  puxi 
36  of  the  EIS  this  factor  should  weigh  heavily  In  determining  the  suitability  oi  the 
Bitter  Creek  WSA  for  WlldernesB  classification. 

Another  important  factor  favoring  a  Bitter  Creek  Wilderneas  is  to  need  to  achieve 
a  better  geographical  distribution  of  protected  Wilderneas  so  that  eastern  Montanans 
don't  have  to  drive  all  the  way  to  the  Bob  Marshall  (800  to  a  1000  miles  round  trip) 
to  eBcape  the  mechanized  world  in  a  wilderness  setting.   A  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness 
would  go  a  long  way  toward  correcting  this  geographical  Imbalance. 

Whether  Bitter  Creek  receives  Wilderneas  protection  or  not  we  would  question  the 
economic  and  environmental  soundness  of  the  proposed  mechanical  treatment  (chieeling) 
on  the  native  rnngeland, 

Although  the  entire  WSA  is  technically  qualified  for  Wilderneas  dealgnation  the 
MWA  would  like  to  aea  a  balance  between  the  competing  uses  snd  perspectives  between 
the  "No  Wilderness"  and  "All  Wilderness"  options.   As  such,  we  support  snd  urge  the 
BLM  to  recommend  the  Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative  13  for  a  39,950  acre  Bitter  Creak 
Wilderneas.   This  option  is  completely  defensible  fr«m  a  wilderness  suitability  stand- 
point.  The  opportunity  to  persarve  a  small  remnant  of  a  once  vast  prairie  wilderneas 
far  outweighs  whatever  temporary  disruption  ot  ORV  uses  and  speculative  natural  gas 
potential  that  might  occur  lo  the  area.   Th«  alleged  ranch  related  economic  Impacts 
are  exaggerated  snd  inconsistent  with  the  grazing  guidelines.   In  sun,  the  Bitter 
Creek  East  Alternative  would  achieve  the  balance,  the  long-term  balance  that  Congress 
had  In  mind  when  section  603  of  FLTMA  wss  enacted. 

Instead  of  Incorrectly  contrasting  Wilderneas  with  "Multiple  Use"  (as  done  in  the 
EIS)  the  BLM  should  regard  a  positive  Bitter  Creak  Wilderness  recommendation  as  an 
opportunity  to  better  inform  local  people  on  the  benefits  of  Wilderness  and  the 
obligation  that  we  have  aa  a  society  to  preserve  at  least  some  of  our  diminishing 
prairie  wilderneas  for  future  generations. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  atstement.   1  msy  submit  s  more 
detailed  statement  for  the  record  before  tha  July  20,  1984  deadline.   In  the  meantime, 
please  keep  me  closely  advised  on  your  final  recommendation  as  it  evolves  and  on  any 
other  factor  that  may  affect  the  wilderneas  suitability  of  Bitter  Creek, 
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I  h:a  i     M  i  V.  f  : 

nn  Haich  12  7  took  an  extensive  aerial  tour  of  the  proposed  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness 
Si  utly  Area  (WSA)  along  with  a  brief  around  trip  into  the  center  ol  the  unit.   As  n 
i'-uiU  ot  this  tour  I've  qained  a  valuable  personal  feeling  about  the  area.   In  th* 
jiih'-m-;  I've  made  a  careful  analysis  of  the  Northern  Border  Gas  Pipeline  roui  ln*l 
qurst  )  on. 

1  will  share  with  you  my  major  conclusions: 

U  I 


,ip: 


hitter    Creek    is    exrrpt  ional  1  y    well    nulled    for    wilderness    study.       I    am    pe 
nv.st    impressed  with  tin1   incredible   diversity  oJ    landfmmri   «tnd  fniiiyiLpm-j  within 
tic     niMii:    superb   shortqrass   prairie,    rugq.:d    break;*   and    badlands,    high   plateau;;    and 
J'lOB-l    valley    bottomlands.       Although    I    was    In    til*-    unit    for    only    a    short    time    I    ex- 
perienced   a    feelinq    of    spare,     solitude    and    t  im<- ]  e-mness    similar    tn    being    atop    the 
r)ii  f"--i''    W.il  1     in    the    middle    of     the    Bob    Marshal  J    Wi  J  denies:;  .       It's    impossible    to 
i-|."iu,i' e]y    describe    this    feelinq   but    suffi.e    it    tn   nay    that    hitter    Creek    i_c   wlldei- 
i'      -      -i    Mti.il  1    natural    remnant   of    the    north*,  i rfGreat   Plains    and   a   priceless   piece   of 
tw    N.it  ion';,    wilderness    heritage. 


pest  as  I  could  determine  from  the  air,  the  "  roadie " 
i-po';al  into  three  parts  are  In  fart  roads  within  t  he 
nr-'i'i    review    guide]  inea,       The    use    of    t  Ik-hi-    roads    In    :' 


which   divide    the    revised 
'lei  inil  ion    ol    the    BLM 
.i't'hwiI    in    the    sprinq   and 
at: nra  1    condlt  ion. 


fall     and    major    portion**    of    them    could    easily    be    returned    to 

t?}     Tin*    present    Bul>divinion    of    the    Bitter    Creek    WSA    into    thi**i*    ma  ior    components 
ol'-i"l    with    the    deletion    of    several    perepheral    portions    appmrs    to    be    justifiable 
due    tn    heavy   on-site    intrusions   within    the   deleted   areas. 

(41     Th.-    Wilderness    Society    in    firm    in    itD    position    fchftl     the    presently    cxlstlnq 
wi  l.iei  in'-;-;   potential    of    bitter   Creek    must   not    be    seriously   compromised   by    the 
Northern    Border    Gas    Pipeline.       An    such,    the    original    prrfrrrrd    route    of    the    pipeline 
company    for    a    corridor    approximately    two    mile-,    north    nf    th''    easl-west    load    is 
f « -ii.pl  ite  ly    unacceptable.      This    corridor   would    bitted    the    rfMtrllesfl   portion   of    the 
Kw-j.-it     component    of    the    W:3A,        In    thiii    t-orridor    Hi"    pipeline    would    t  ravrsrne    HOW 
ryti.-iii.-ly    rugged    terrain    in    the    (>. tatern    part    of     the    study    area    thereby    causing 
••tibnt  ant  1  a  1    fiivi  i  onmen  tal    impact . 

|*.J    After  an  aerial    tour   and  antwnsim-nl    of    th'-   p>t<pu;i<  il  pipeline   cuniil-r    along   the 
cast-wi -nt.     road    it    in    my    conclu-.ion    that     the    Bitter    Cre-k    WSA    would    not     be    seriously 
r-w  no  omi  lii'd    if     the    pipeline    is    carefully    routed   within    the    vi-iual     impart    zone    of  ( the 
existing    road.        The    pipeline    should    be     located    H'i    close    In    the     road    w.    ponol  hie  %ttd 
•it  t  let    conn tr net ion    arid    reclamation    st  andard*:    should    In-    en  forced. 


"la  wifdnoss  is  the  preservation  ot  the  world."  -  ThoreftU 


(&)  The  already  impacted  road  corridor  within  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  should  be  strict  1 
adhered  to.   In  particular,  I  am  fully  aware  of  the  question  with  renard  to  the 
eastern  end  of  the  road  corridor.   The  roaded  draw  bends  Sharply  to  the  nqht  as  it 
climbs  up  to  the  rim.   From  an  enqineetinq  standpoint  it  would  bu  easier  tn  rnuti 
the  pipeline  straight  up  a  side  wash  i  mmedi.it  ely  south  ol  the  road  corridor.   This 
would  cut  off  approximately  15-20  acres  from  the  WSA  with  a  result inn  visual  Impart 
on  a  somewhat  larqcr  area.   We  flew  over  this  contested  segment  a  number  of  times 
and  without  question  the  curve  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  creek  bottom  is  tight  wit:- 
little  space  in  which  to  operate. 

However,  I  feel  strongly  that  the  already  impacted  rood  corridor  should  be  utilize  I 
in  evrn  this  fairly  difficult  section  for  the  followinn  reasons: 

a)  The  interim  management  policy  for  WSA's  and  the  integrity  of  the  Bitter  Cree* 
WSA  itself  has  already  been  stretched  to  the  limit  (and  perhaps  beyond)  by  allowim. 
the  pipeline  to  traverse  the  study  area  nlonq  the  road.   I  would  be  far  more  com- 
fortable if  the  pipeline  were  routed  around  rather  than  through  the  WSA.   However, 
in  the  spirit  of  compromise,  careful  routing  along  an  already  impacted  corridor  cai- 
be  acceptable  so  long  as  we  don't  begin  expanding  the  zone  of  impact  into  undevelop*- 
portions  of  the  WSA  in  the  name  of  convenience  or  company  preference. 

b)  If  the  pipeline  is  allowed  to  deviate  even  slightly  from  the  impacted  road  corrid\ 
a  serious  adverse  precedent  would  bo  established  that  would  undermine  the  entire  F*V 
wilderness  review  process.   The  "Bitter  Creek  example"  would  be  cited  by  any  party 
seeking  to  conduct  an  otherwise  prohibited  activity  within  a  BI.M  WSA. 

c)  The  question  becomes  "where  do  you  draw  the  line7"   If  BLM  caves  in  on  this  one 
then  what  will  the  next  exception  be?   The  pipeline  routing  issue  in  the  eastern 
segment  of  the  road  corridor,  minor  a:*  it  may  appear  on  the  surface,  literally  oor-s 
to  the  heart  of  BLM* fl  commitment  to  properly  implement  the  interim  manaqement  policy 
ior  WSA's  in  the  face  of  outside  pressure. 

d)  Two  vitally  important  principles  are  at  stake:   the  concept  of  utllirinq  existing 
corridors  and  the  principle  of  protecting  qualified  wilderness  study  lands  from  In- 
compatible development  and  activities.   The  alternate  route  south  of  the  existing 
road  corridor  is  definitely  undeveloped  land  possessing  wilderness  potential. 

el  It  is  feasible  from  an  engineering  rtandj>oint  to  route  the  pipeline  around  the 
tight  curve  within  the  already  impacted  road  corridor.   The  company  has  estimated 
that  this  alllgnment  will  cost  a  tout  1.5  million  dollars  more  than  the  southerly 
route.   I  find  thin  hard  to  l>elinvu  since  the  distances  are  about  equal  and  Bince 
there  is  the  same  elevation  qain  to  the  eantorn  rim  in  both  cases. 

f)  Although  the  soils  and  rehabilitation  potential  may  be  better  along  the  southerly 
bypass  the  overall  difference  would  t>o  minor  since  the  pipeline  would  occupy  a  con- 
siderable length  of  the  creek  bottom  in  either  evont.   This  difference  is  more  than 
offset  by  the  two  important  principles  previously  referred  to.   Aqain.  careful  com- 
pliance with  strict  construction  and  reclamation  standards  1b  essential. 

In  summary,  I  stronqly  urge  the  BLM  to  route  the  pipeline  within  the  already  impacted 
road  corridor  on  the  basis  of  principle  and  to  insure  that  one  of  the  very  finest 
potential  BLM  Wildernesses  is  not  further  coirvromi sed .   ThlB  is  clearly  where  wra 
must  draw  the  line.   To  do  otherwise  will  moat  certainly  bring  strong  protests  fr'>m 
the  conservation  community. 

I've  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  tour  Bitter  Creek  and  to  offer  these  comments- 
Please  keep  me  advised  on  further  developments  on  this  issue. 


cci  Montana  Wilderness  Association 


Bill  Cunningham 
Regional  Repros 
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MONTANA  ASSOCIATION  OF  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS 
Range,  Forestry  6  Public  Lands  Committee: 
Resolution  No.    1 
WHEREAS  a  tract  of  land  in  Valley  County  comprising 
59,112  acres  has  been  designated  as  a  wilderness  study  area 
known  as  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  area;  and 

WHEREAS  there  are  numerous  past  evidences  of  the  area 
having  been  inhabited  by  man  such  as  fences,  roads,  reservoirs, 
etc. ;  and 

WHEREAS  there  is  still  regular  travel  in  the  area  for 
the  purpose  of  managing  livestock,  hunting,  fishing,  camping, 
otc.  ;  and 

WHEREAS  these  evidences  of  man's  encroachment  on  thiB 
area  is  in  sharp  conflict  with  wilderness  requirement;  and 

WHEREAS  these  federal  lands  have  been  in  the  past  and 
prrsc-ntly  are  being  used  under  the  multiple  use  concept,  whereby 
agricultural  interests  are  being  served  side  by  side  with 
wildlife  management. 

NOW  THEREFORE  DE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Montana  Association 
of  Conservation  Districts  recommend  that  the  Bitter  Creek  Area 
not  be  designated  as  a  wilderness  area. 


Adopted:  November  9,  1983. 
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Resolution  from:  Area  I  (Valley  CD) 
Area  Resolution  12 
Committee  Resolution  I    1 
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CHARLES  M.   HAUPTMAN 
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RILLINGS     MONTANA    MIDI 


April    2,    1984 


Mr.   Glenn  W.   Freeman 
District   Manager,    BLM 
Airport   Road 
l.ewistown,   MT  59457 

Re:    Bitter  Creek  Wilderness   Envi  ron»ental    Impact 
Statement (Draft),   March   1984 

Dear  Mr,    Freeman: 


The  BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  recommending  the  No  Wilderness 
Alternative  as  the  proposed  action  for  the  Bitter  Creek  area. 
I    strongly   support    that   recommendation. 

The   Bitter  Creek  area  could   very  well    contain  substantial 
reserves  of  natural    gas   and   also   has   considerable  potential 
for  petroleum.      It   would  be   the  height    of   folly   -   certainly 
not    in  the   national    interest    -    to   shut    out   exploration  for 
these  vital    commodities. 
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AID  Kaet  Suiftffi  Arenuo 
Missoula,  Montana  fS0801 
March  31,  1004 


Olonn  W.  Freaaan 

District  Manager 

Dletriot  Office 

Bureau  of  Lund  Managotient 

Airport  Road 

Lewlatown,  Montana  58457 

Dear  Mr.  FreoBani 

Thank  you  for  a  eopy  of  the  Blttar  Croak  Draft  Wilderneaa 
Iteteaent.   I  notod  a  nuaber  of  stateaonto  in  the  report  whioh 
oontradict  certain  faota  regarding  wilderneaa  and  tho  intant  of 
tha  n>»  House  or  Interior  mildllnn  regarding  grat  ing-in-wl  ldernesv 

I  and  other  lndl-rlduala  and  groups  hare  bsen  working  on  the 
problaa  of  grafting  Jn  wlldernnsa  for  a  number  of  years.   There  are 
■  any  faoeta  of  thla  uae  of  wilderneaa  whioh  hare  yet  to  be  worked 
out  before  any  definitire  stateaent  oan  be  Bade  on  the  iapaet  of 
wilderness  on  grafting.   Tor  example,  what  la  the  beet  aethod(a)  ua 
daaign(s)  of  atook  facilities  which  will  cause  minimis]  disruption 
of  wilderneaa  Taluae  wlile  at  the  aajae  tlae  cause  the  leaat  iapaot 
on  wilderneaa.   Thia  la  a  oomplex  queatlon  that  requlrea  the  lnro»T»- 
nnnt  of  all  conoerned  partiea  ( oonaerration  orjjan  1  sat  i  cm,  Congreaa, 
land  Managing  agenolea,  graiere). 


Tour  atateaent  that  oontlnued  and  periodic  anchanlaed  acoeaa 
and  Maintenance  of  llTeetook  faollltlea  would  lnract  wilderneaa 
raluea  la  acknowledged  in  the  new  nouaa  guidelines.   However,  the 
BUI  uae*  It  aa  a  reaaon  for  non-wl lderneaa  designation.   Congress, 
through  the  guidllnss,  has?  stated  that  theaa  encuabraneee  cannot  bo 
ueed  to  Juatlfy  non-designation  of  a  roadleae  area. 


Tou  alao  atata  that  new  faollltlea  to  red  1 atrlbute  livestock 
are  not  allowed  under  wilderneaa  designation.   If  the  ptirpone  of  tha 
new  facllltlaa  la  to  reduoe  grating  preeaure  nn  overused  ranee,  whkih 
la  what  yon  atata,  then  auoh  faollltlea  would  be  allowable  under  tho 
guidelines. 


c 
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Your  aaeeaaaent  of  the  changes  in  hnnter  uae  of  the  area  if 
designated  aa  wilderneaa  la  ourioua.   Many  huntera  want  a  quality 
experience.   More  and  sort  auoh  eiparianoe  ooaea  froa  hunting  in 
unroaded  areaa.   The  exlating  wilderneaa  eraaa  in  the  National  Forest 
areaa  are  an  exaaple  where  hunter  otilliatlon  ia  very  heavy. 
Conaequently,  wilderneaa  designation  could  aotually  increase  hunter 
uae. 

In  your  analyala  yon  state  that  hunting  related  expend) tares 
would  decrease  if  the  area  waa  designated  wilderneaa.   The  opnonite 
oould  well  be  the  out,   The  ranohsrs  could  realised  an  added  lncoae 
by  guiding  and  packing  for  hunters,  eapeclally  those  eoaing  froa  out 
af  stats.   If  this  happens,  the  local  eoenoay  would  benefit  froa  the 
added  expenditures  whioh  de>  not  sxist  st  present. 

The  proposed  action  (No  wilderness)  is  extreaely  deficient  in 
depicting  what  will  happen  to  tha  ares  in  the  future.   In  all  likelihood 
the  ns  wilderness  option  would  haws  a  aubatantlal  iapaet  sf  the  roadlees 
area.   In  the  Little  Missouri  National  Oraaaland  Roadlees  areas,  which 
were  to  be  aanaged  aa  "essential  ly"  roadlees,  we  haws  aeen  s  reduction 
in  acreage  froa  21)0,000  acree  to  133,000  aoree  in  jnat  five  yeara 
due  to  energy  exploration  and  development.   Tou  atata  that  the  Bitter 
Creek  unit  haa  portiona  with  a  high  natural  gaa  potential.   It  ia  Tory 
likely  that  we  will  aee  tho  saae  type  or  change  in  thla  area.   If  thees 
eventa  oocur,  aoila,  wildlife,  Tegetatlon,  ae  well  as  tha  wilderness 
reaouroe,  would  be  severely  lapaoted.   Tour  ispact  analyaie  did  not 
refleot  theae  poaalble  changea.   The  atateaent  "the  reaainder  or  the 
WSjl  would  retain  lt.'s  wilderness  valuea  with  or  without  wilderneaa 
designation"  has  no  baaio. 


E. 


Your   analyala   gives   tho    oonto    (public)    of   Managing    the    area   aa 
wilderneaa.       Tou   do   not,    howpvor,    give    tha    route   of   oanaging    tha    area 
aa    »on-wi  lrl-nmi,       Thar*    ara    miaeroiii    aubaidlee    for    tha    llveatook 
induntry    for    facllltlaa    and    graving    inproven-int .       Tou    ahould    Hat 
theaa    piiblio    ooat*.       One    of    the    blggaat    exprmeaa    la   tha    anbal  dlration 
of    grafting   fees.      Tliie    ia   not    to    eay   that    auch    aaeletanoe    la   not 
warrented.      Your    analyala   givea    tha    picture    that  vlldernaaa   cuata    tha 
taxpayer  poney  villi   crating   add*   to   gOTernaental    inooM.      Such   a 
aituatlon    la   not    always   tha   oih. 

Tha   BlaU   exclude  a   flatter    topography   froai  wilderneaa   becaue*   of 
lack   of    opportunltlaa   for    solltud*.      Theae    areaa   are   potentially    soa* 
«f    tha   Mtoat  -valuable    addltlona    to    tha   National    Wilderneaa   Syateaj. 
They   reprenen-    twa  diatlnot    typea    of   aooayateaia  with    a   trauaition 
son*.      Effort*   auch  b*   aiade    ta    preeerv*    a   few   exaatpl*e. 

Although  deficient    in   aiany  way  a,    the    "Enhanced   Wlldarneea 
Manageability**   alternative    la   probably   the   beet   alternative. 


Sine**«ly 


Uarlen   Tweten 
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Lawltlown,  Montana  59*57 
EHISTOWII  DISTRICT  OFFICE 
For  Release  03-30-84 
Call    C-ary  Paver.  40S-S38-7461 
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LFVISWI  —  The  Ruresu  nf  Land  Management  has   propose 
IHtfnr  Creek  area   fn  Valley  County,  font.,   not  he  designated  as  wTl 


TV  "^co-acre  study  area    is   t*«  subject  of  a   recently  released 
iVaf*   envfrorrental    Impact   statnrent. 

UMle  the  Federal    agency  proposes   the  no  wilderness  alternative,   the 
inp.ict  staterent  also  considers   the  possibility  of  recormendlng  all 
".fi^n  acres   for  wilderness  as  well    as   recommending  designation  for 
39,?50-acre  or  ?fi,000-acre  portions  of  the  stjdy  area. 

"up  Hetemlned  th»  ennseouences  of  designation,  evaluated  the  over- 
all  wilderness  nuallty  and  estimated  future  external    threats   to  wil- 
derness values,"  said  Glenn  Freeman,   BLM's  Lewlstown  District  Manager,, 
"We  found  that  ft  just  didn't  appear  to  be  in  the  public   Interest  to 
rprnrr'pnd  the  area   far  wilderness  designation." 

T^e  Impact  statement  Is  subject  to  a  90-day   public  review.     Hearings 
pn   rhn  docurent  are  scheduled  In  Glasgow  at  the  Valley  County  Courthouse 
on  May  l*i  at  7:?0  p.n.   and   1n  Helena  at  Jornenson's   Holiday  "etcl ,  171' 
Hth  Avnnne  en  May  17  at  7:20  n.n. 

("nrel 
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Mri.  (Harm  V^  Praaamn 
ITlttriaV  Itenagar 

nawiatown  DlatrdoV  Offfce* 
Buraau   of   Land  Mantgavrrt 
Airport  Road 
Uiv.itcMD.  Kont»iw'  59457 

Doir  Kr».  Praaaani 

H  tup  port  tha  kll  Vildsnwvr  Alt«rn«1ti>»  for  tha  aatabliahnant  of  an  59*660  »«r« 

Uttar  Creak  Yilderne*a>      Gartalnly  tha    sighting*    of  gray  wolvao    in  thla   art* 

juatlfiaa-  tha    aatabllahawnt  of  wiLdarnaaa..     Tfcia   araa    adght  add   aaoiyatava   to  tha 

Wlldamaaa    Syataa)  not   ourrantly    rapraaentid    in  that  ayataa.      It   would   also   of  far 

priaitira    am*   unoonfihad    raoreation   without    Interfering   that   awoh  with   eriating 

c 
Tflhibla   um*.     Thank    you  for  thia    opportunity  to   eoamairt*. 

3inc*raly» 
Ra«4    Seoori 
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McCOLLY  RANCH,  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  98 

Hinsdale,  Montana  59241 

Phone:  Ofllce  (406]  364-2214 
Ranch  (40C)  648-5456 

April     10,     1981 


Clenn    W.    Freeman,    District    Manager 
Bureau    of    Land   Management 
Airport    Roari 
Lewlstown,    MT    59457 

Dear    Glenn, 


uw  APR  16  1964 


RECEIVED 

IIWIITOWN.  mi 


It  Is  Indeed  a  pleasure  and  a  privilege  for  me  to  convey  to 
you  my  approbation  for  the  very  practical  and  sensible 
recommendation  of  "No  Wilderness  Designation"  for  the  Bitter 
Creek  Area  In  the  analysis  of  the  BLM  environmental  review 
for  that  area. 

For  those  of  us  who  live  by,  and  arc  associated  with  the  land, 
our  confidence  and  faith  In  the  Judgmental  decisions  of  the 
BLM  --  the  stewards  of  our  public  lands  --  has  increased  many- 
fold  by  that  declsionl 

Thank  you  for  your  intelligent  decision! 


EA  T  DELICIOUS  BEEF  -  MONTANA  BEEF  IS  BEST 
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Hinsdale  Livebtock  Company 

■OK  4».  QLAtGOW.  MONTANA  MT30 

Gtnt  Etchafl  -  Jo.  EIcMfl  —  John  tlchjn" 
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Mr,  Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager  BLM 
Lewlstown,  Montana 

Dear    Glenn: 
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APR  17  1984 


1  have  read  hurriedly  much  of  the  Draft  EIS  covering 
the  Blttercreek  Wilderness  Study  Proposal .  BLM  Is 
to  be  complimented  for  arriving  at  the  conclusions 
which  lead  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  course  of 
act  Ion. 

Principally  It  seems  to  me  that  BLM  has  heede>the  commen  t  s 
and  elshes  of  the  public  which  as  the  document  points 
out  had  strong  feelings  on  this  proposal.  The  public 
here  felt  there  was  no  need  or  demand  at  this  point  In 
time  for  a  Wilderness  set  aside  and  BLM  made  an 
Intelligent  decision  taking  Into  account  this  and  all 
the  other  facts,  most  of  which  would  lead  them  to  the 
same  conclusion.  Please  place  me  on  record  as  favoring 
the  proposed  action  of  "  no  wilderness  "   **—  >         • 
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P.O.    Box   U6$6 

Helen*,   Montana        £960)4 

April  18,   198b 


Kichnel   Penfold,  State   Director  ELM 
c/o  Glenn  Freeman,   District  Manager  BLM 
A lrport  Road 
Lnwistown,   Montana       S9U57 


Dour  Mr,   Penfold  and  Mr.   Freeman, 

Thank  you  for  thia  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft  Ritter  Creek 
Wildarnaaa  Environmental  Impact  Statement,    issued  March  190b. 

T  was  startled  by  the  BLM' b  recommendation  of  no  wilderness.     BLM  haa 
bonn  the  pooreat  of  all  federal  agenciea  in  adequately  assessing  the 
n^ed  far  wilderness  protection  of   aome    its  lands.      I  h/id  hoped  the 
efforts  of  recent  years  might   change  the   country's  moat  distinctly 
anti-wilderness  bureaucracy.     The  need  for  wilderneaa   is  clear  - 
wo   all  know  thia.     Thia  explains  the  urgency   of   the  "Watt"  mindset 
j,a   it  tries  to  destroy  what  little   there   la  left  before   people 
nucreasfullv    organize  to  protect   it. 

There   was   some   valuable   information  in  your   draft  e.i.e.      Put   innovation 

wnn  lacking   in  one   of  the   moat  ecologically   eij-nificant   iasuea  -  reintroduction 

uf  endangered  speclea.     There  waa  no  conalderHtion  that   I  could  find. 

This   is   unfortunate.      Especially   concerning  the    importance    of  re-establishing 

wolves  in  thia  part  of  northeastern  Montane,  your  draft  e.l,a.  waa  inadequate. 

3   hope  you  will  correct  this   oversight  for  your  final  e.i.s. 


D 


Rnintroductlon  of  endangered  species  and  maintenance 
will  beat  be  accomplished  under  the  all  wilderneaa  a 
this  alternative.  Tour  contention  that  hunting  reve 
by  wilderness  deaignatlon  ia  ridiculous.  Anybody  wh 
known  that  wilderneaa  la  the  beat  guarantee  of  auota 
gnme.  If  Bitter  Creek  waa  protected^ the  area'a  econ 
tern  economic  benefits  from  hunting  which  could  not 
by  easy  aocsaa  and  ahort  term  depletion.  It  la  hard 
could  be  biased  to  the  point  of  being  that  lrratlona 
to  do  la  look  at  the  f  Jgurea'from  the   Bob  Ma  retail  a 


of  bioloflcal  diversity 
ltemative.     I  favor 
nues  would  be   reduced 
0  hunts   (myaelf  included) 
ined  productivity  of 
omy  would  enjoy  long 
possibly  be  equalled 

to  believe  your  experts 
It     All  they  would  have 
nd  other  orotic. 


Tirana   aerve   the   public.      Short  term  economic  exploitation  haa  been  the   name 
of   the   game   for  the  laat  ICO  years.      Stewardship  should   be   the  name   of  the 
gnmo    for  the   next  100,     Pleaae  th»ow  out  your  draft  e.i.e,   recommendations 
and  give  thia  area  the  protection  it  deserves . 

Sincerely, 


& 


Paul  Richard, 
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Box  229 
Glasgow,  Ht. 
25  April  1981. 
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B.L.M.  Office 
Rt.  1-1(775 
Glasgow,  Mt.  59230 

Subject:  Bittercreek  Wildernese  Area 

This  letter  is  to  indicate  my  support  for  the  position 
that  B.L.M.  has  taken  regarding  the  Bittercreek  Area. 

It  has  been  a  long  and  tortuous  process  but  I  think  you 
reached  the  right  conclusion  when  the  alternative  of  no 
wilderness  for  Bittercreek  was  recommended.   Please 
record  me  be  approving  your  actions  and  I  hope  that  this 
course  of  action  finally  prevails. 

Sincerely, 

/2*t  kU     fV<  4  .  ay- 
Hark   Etchart 
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BoulB  l-77ft 
Cltsfc-*,  VT 
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Mr.  Glenn  W.  Freeman 
District  Manager 
Great  Falls  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Airport  Road 
Lewlstown,  MT    59457 


Re: 


Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area 

Draft  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  Draft  WilderneSB  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Bitter  Creek  Wildernesa  Study  Area 
in  Montana. 


We  support  the  Bureau's  Pref 
recommendB  a  nonwilderness  d 
Creek.  We  endorse  BLM's  dec 
resource  values  outweigh  the 
WSA.  This  view  is  supported 
Bitter  Creek  WSA  has  highly 
accumulation  of  natural  gas 
59,660  acres  contained  in  th 
under  lease. 

i 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Bitt 
open  to  hydrocarbon  developm 
that  those  lands  with  energy 
so  that  the  nation's  depende 
energy  can  be  reduced. 


erred  Alternative,  which 
eBignation  for  Bitter 
lsion  that  the  market 
wilderness  values  of  the 
by  the  fact  that  the 
favorable  potential  for 
and  that  54,700  of  the 
e  WSA  acres  are  currently 


er  Creek  area  will  be 
ent.   It  is  essential 

potential  are  left  open 
nee  on  foreign  sources  of 


Sincerely. 


I.    R.    Mitchell 
JRMiCMMidrm 
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I  would  like  to  go  on  record  of 
(^Support  ing 
D  Not  Supporting 
BLM'S  proposed  action  of  "No  Wilderness  Alter- 
native" as  described  on  page  5  of  the  Bitter  Creek 
Draft   Wilderness   Environmental   Impact   State- 
ment dated  March,  1984. 

Sincerely 
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Glasgow,  MT  59230 
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Hay   22,   I"?1* 


To  Whom    it   May   Concern  - 

A,ter   talking  to  many   of  our  cuatomera,    I   wish    to    ro 
on   record  aa opposing   the  Bitter  Creek  Wilder^eaa  Area. 

In  my  view,    the  project   ii 
to   thiB  area. 


unnecessary  and  detrimental 
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Hay  29,    198* 


Qlen  Freeman 

Diatrlot  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanagsaent 

Airport  Road 

Levlstovn,  Montana  59*57 


Position  by  Rlok  Oraetx,    HOHTANA  MAGAZINE,      on  th«  Blttar  Creek  Wilderness 
Proposal 


I  support  alternate  3  or  the  EIS,    and   ask  for  oreatlon  of  a  39,950  aore 
Bitter  Creek  East  Wilderness.     This  Is  a  unique  opportunity  to  preserre 
sons   native  prairie  and  tbe  BLK  has  a  duty  to  the  publlo  to  reoomeend 
passage  of  auoh  a  wilderness. 


Rlok  draets 
Publlaher 
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Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager,  BLM 
Airport  Road 
Lewistown,  Montana  59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  Montana  for  the  past  thirteen  yeara  and  one  of  the  prime 
movinR  forcea  in  my  locating  in  Montana  was  to  enjoy  the  priatine  outdoor  life 
that  this  beautiful  state  provided. 

I  spent  the  better  part  of  my  life  in  Nevada  and  spent  a  good  chare  of  my  medli.u 
training  in  Oregon  and  Southern  California  and  1  have  learned,  all  too  unf ortunnt e- 
ly,  what  uncontrolled  development  can  do  to  these  states.   As  you  can  tell»  1  hhv. 
■finest  a  good  share  of  ray  time  in  an  area  where  prairie  or  desert  country  in  aburn^ 

jant.   Because  of  my  interest  in  Beeing  prairie  areas  preserved  in  a  natural  Btate. 

Il  am  writing  this  letter  in  regards  to  the  Bitter  Creek  East  Wilderness  area. 

T  would  like  to  speak  strongly  on  behalf  of  having  the  Bitter  Creek  East  Uildernesp 
area  he  considered  as  a  Prairie  WilderneBs,  when  your  department  reviews  the  public 
recommendations.   1  pereonally  feel  that  the  Bitter  Creek  Eaat  does  indeed  penned 
high  wilderness  suitability  in  the  form  of  naturalness,  outstanding  solitude, 
primitive  recreation  nnd  is  a  vital  ecological  niche  for  wild  life. 

I  nppreciate  any  consideration  you  may  offer  in  support  of  thia  endeavor. 


With  warm  personal  regards, 


SNS:bk 


Stanley  N.    Smith,   M.    D. 
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Deer   Lodge,    Montana   59722 

June    3,    1984 


Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager,  BLM 
Airport  Road 
Lewistown,  Montana  59457 


Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  support  wilderness  classification 
for  the  59,660  acre  BLM  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area. 
We  already  have  enough  (Don't  get  me  wrong,  we  need  morel) 
high  mountain  wilderness  areas,  but  very  little  prairie  wilderness. 
I  support  Alternative  3,  a  39,950  acre  Bitter  Creek  East 
Wilderness  Area,  as  proposed  by  the  Montana  Wilderness  Association. 
I  believe  it  is  the  obligation  of  federal  land  managers  to 
take  the  interests  of  all  citizens,  not  lust  those  who  live 
close  by,  into  consideration  on  any  particular  wilderness  proposal. 


Sincerely, 


^2id£ju^. 


Lee    Silliman 
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Pear  £}/*/.  Manager  G/ejip  F~re.eman_, 

-l- m    uuri/Ang  /o   you  iecavse.  -Z"  am    very  c-Once.rnetz 
aPouT^  AAc   £}77e.r  Cre.eA  EasA  tt/i/c/erness.     This  artza. 
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PTS   #476 

135  N.    Oakland   Ave. 

Pasadena,    CA      91101 


Glenn  Freeman 
District   Hanager,   BIJt 
Airport   Road 
Lewlstown,    MT      59^5? 

Dear   Glenn, 

As  a  former  Montana  resident  (who  wants  to  move  back) 
and  a  wilderness  lover  I  wlHh  to  express  my  support  of  the 
designation  of  39,950  aorea  of  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Area  as  proteoted  wilderness,  In  keeping  with  Alter- 
native 3. 


I  understand  that  this  would  preserve  one  of  the 
nation's  last  Great  Plains  Shortgrnss  Prairie  eooreglons. 
"Relieve  that  preserving  the  past  la  Important  In  preparing 
us  for  the  future.   In  addition,  the  region  ofrers  recreation 
Tor  the  many,  and  a  chance  for  the  solitude  that  shaped  the 
people  of  Montana. 

Slnoerely 
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1870   Orrlngton  Avenue 
Evanaton,    Illinois 
June    8,    1984 


Mr.   Glenn  W.    Freeman 

District  Office,   Bureau  of  Land   Management 

Airport  Foad 

T.ewiston,    Montana        59^57 
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Dear  Mr.      Preemam 

Having  read  the  draft  of  the  Wi 
Impact  Statement  of  March  1981* 
we  wish  to  file  our  comments  on 
the  recommendation  of  the  impac 
all  of  Bitter  Creek  an  official 
opinion  that  all  of  Bitter  Cree 
wilderness,  or  failing  that,  it 
least  a  portion  of  this  area  as 
nnact  the  No  Wilderness  proposa 
the  principle  that  maintaining 
in  as  many  areas  as  possible  is 
acquiring  more  unrecyolable  res 
that  would   disrupt  and   destroy 


lderness  Environmental 

In  reference    to  Bitter  Creek, 

this  document.      We   oppose 
t   statement   not    to   designate 

wilderness   area.      It   is  our\ 
k    should    be    catagoriied    as 

is   preferable    to   approve   at 

wilderness    rather   than 
1.      This  opinion  is   based   on 
the    natural    Btnte   of  America 

far      more    important   than 
orces   through   a  process 
the   natural   state   of   the   area. 


_Rrnpondlng    to   points    in    the   order   in  which    they   are    presented, 
our   first  dinagreement   concerns    the    statement  which   declares 
thnt   if  action   is    taken   on   the    recommended    proposal    there 
will   be    "little    or  no"    environmental   impact   on  grazing, 
cultural  resources,    or  wildlife    -    their  populations    or 
habitats.      Due    to   the    fact    that    it   is    impossible    to   acquire 
resources    from   any   area   without   any   harm   resulting,      it  la 
obvioUB    that    there   will   alwayB   be    some    impact   on  grating, 
cultural  resources,    and   wildlife.      "No"    impact   is   evidently 

.impossible.      In  fact,    the  BLM  admits    that   "WllderneaB 
benefits    to  wildlife   would    be    foregone.      Wildlife   would    not 
receive    a    secure   area   since    the    present   relatively  high 

.incidence    of  off-road   vehicle    travel  would    continue."    (p.    37) 
In  our  opinion,    the   removal  of  clubmoea   by   chiseling,    and 
the    2$  miles   of   fence,    the    2   miles    of  water/pipeline,    the 
stockwdter   tanks,    and    the   h   reservoirs    to   be    constructed 
under   the   proposal  will   destroy    the    naturalnoss   of  Bitter  . 
Creek   and    result   in  much   more    than  a    "little"    impact. 
These    intentions    should    not  be    carried   out   in  an  area   which 
io   currently   In  a  natural   state.      The  BLM   concurs  with   this 
opinion  when  It  states   that   "...    wilderness   values   in  the  ' 

W5A    are    expected    to   suffer   some    adverse   impacts."    (p,    37) 


D     Moreover,    reasons    for   the    removal    of   the    clubmosB   or  for    the 
various    Items   proposed    for  construction  are    not  documented 
_in_thia   statement.      In   order    to   Inform   the    reader  so    that 
he   may    be   able    to   intelligently  produce   an   opinion,    any 
environmental   impact   statement   should   provide   accurate    and 
clear  reasons    for  any   resulting   change    in    the    environment. 
The   environmental   Impact   statement   concerning  Bitter  Creek 
fails    to  provide   thlB  vital   information. 

Despite    the    fact    that  most   local    ranchers   and    residents    seem 
to   favor   the    continuation  of  Bitter  Creek  as   a  WilderneBB 
Study  Area,    many   opinion   surveys    Indicate    that  a   significant 
proportion  of  state   and   national   populations   hold   the    atti- 
_Jjid.e    that    there    is   currently   a   wilderness    shortage.      ThUB, 
it    is   apparent    that  having  Bitter  Creek  designated   all  wild- 
erness   is    in    the    long-term   Interest   of   the    nation.      It   is 
necessary   to   Bee   beyond   the   Bhort-term  and   local  interests 
and   realiie   that   the   residents  of   the  area  near  Bitter  Creek 
are    confined   to  a  narrow  out  look  which  pertains   to   only 
their   concerns.      Also,    in   the   interest  of  providing  all 
vital   infonnantion,    names    of   the    groups   Involved    should   be 
specified. 


H 


According  to  those  who  prepared  this 
of  the  several  significant  concerns 
is  the  quality  of  the  wilderness  who 
being  debated.   The  statement  consid 
common  ecotype  due  to  the  fact  that 
such,  it  is  a  rarity  in  the  wllderne 
does  the  BLM  refuse  the  opportunity 
system?  A  sufficient  answer  to  this 
identified  in  the  document,  but  in  o 
io_provlde  an  answer  would  be  lnadeq 


Impact  statement,  one 
in  any  wilderness  project 
Be  future  status  is 
ers  Bitter  Creek  an  un- 
it is  a  praire  and  as 
ss  syBtem.   Why  then, 
to  add  a  prairie  to  the 

inquery  is  not 
ur  opinion,  any  attempt 
uate. 

The  BLM  claims  it  prefers  the  No  WilderneBB  alternative 
because  the  Bureau  favors  "resource  production  over  pres- 
ervation of  the  identified  wlldernesss  valueB."  (p.  5)  First, 
the  statement  provides  no  evidence  maintaining  the  need  for 
these  resources  and  resource  production.   This  omission 
should  be  corrected  with  verification  of  thenecessity  of 
continued  resource  production  in  this  area.   However,  this 
verification  of  the  need  for  resources  can  be  controversial 
and  thus,  refuted.   It  bIbo  can  be  debated  whether  or  not 
Bitter  Creek  Is  the  raoBt  appropriate  place  to  explore  and 
develop  resourcea.   It  is  our  belief  that  Bitter  Creek  serves 
the  nation  better  and  has  more  value  In  its  natural  state. 


The  conditions  which  will  exist  in  Bitter  Creek  under  the  No 
WilderneBB  alternative  are  Buch  that  harm  to  the  area  will 
result.   These  conditions  lncludei   lack  of  restrictions 
on  hunting,  vehicle  access,  and  "machine-based  controli" 
the  use  of  chemicals  to  control  noxious  weeds  1  and  an  in- 
crease in  leases  for  the  exploration  of  natural  gaB.   In 
addition,  with  Increased  industrial  activity  in  Bitter  Creek, 
eventually  It  would  no  longer  be  possible  to  statei   "air 
quality  la  excellent  in  Bitter  Creek  because  of  the  lack  of 
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human  activity  and  nearby   industry."      (p.    15)   an   the  BLM 
claims   in   tha   draft  EIS.      It   is    important   that  Bitter  Creek 
in  preserved   in   its   natural   state   and    that   these  hazardous 
consequences   be   prevented. 

We   are   also   concerned  about   certain  kinds   of  wildlife   near 
the  Wilderness  Study  Area.      The      gray  wolf  and    the   bald   eagle, 
which   are    threatened   or  endangered    species   and    important 
to  America's  culture,    inhabit   the  Bitter  Creek  area  at  some 
point  in  time  each  year.     It  is   suspected   that  the  peregrine 
falcon,    another  endangered   animal,    may  also   spend   time  in 
Bitter  Creek.      It  is  best  that  Bitter  Creek  be  declared 
officially  wilderness  due   to   the   fact   that  It  is  vital   that 
no  harm  come   to   these  or  any  animals.     Adopting   the  All  Wilder- 
ness proposal  would  guarantee   the  necessary  protection  of 
these  animals.  , 

In  conclusion,    it  is  our  hope   that  the  BUI  will  reconsider 
and  reverse  its  position  and   maintain  Bitter  Creek  as  a 
natural  area,   an  area  so  vital   to  America's  future  generations. 

Sincerely, 
Chrlstin  Engelhardt 

Jackie  Gollay 

(j>n  4A-  U0«jfeew-i 

Lorl  Watson 
Northwestern  University 
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HMlo  Glenn    Fryman,  June  20,    1981* 

I    nil   writing    thlB    letter    In    surport    of    the    BltterCr-ek    East    Wilderness 

Alternative.      This   area    (Study  Area)    la   very   Important    to   our   natural 


f rnr, n n s   which   rrow   wild    In    this    urea.       3e*tdM>    hr-lnr   »   ny  wildlife 
r!plcl"s    such   us    »»l»-f»r,    ploaae    realize    t'r.nt    It    In   one   of   our   nations 
l-'-i!-.    rrmlnlng    natural   Great    Tlalns    ShortRranB    Prairie   ecoreglons. 


Lrt    this    region    he    wild., 


Karen   Nielsen 
5330   Jlmtown   Hd . 
Helena,    Hontana      5<360 1 
1-U06-U75-3563 


to 
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IPWI5TOWN.  MT 


Box  648 

Glasgow,  Montana  59230 

June  27.  19ft  Jfc^;;; i 


Glenn  W.  PVeeman 
Dlstrlot  Manager 
DlBtrlot  Orfloe  BLM 
Airport  Road 
Lewlatown,  Montana  59^57 

Dear  Hr.  Freeman i 
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RECTIVEO 


lltef  Wee 
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This  letter  la  to  add  fa*  support  for  consideration  of  the  Hlllef  Lfeek 
East  Alternative  for  Wilderness  designation.   Recent  rumors  have  promoted 
my  support  slnoo  the  BLM  oame  out  with  the  reoommendatlon  that  none  of 
Bitter  Creek  WSA  be  designated  a"s  wilderness  and  Instead  be  managed  for 
multiple  use. 

Multiple  use  for  whom?  Multiple  use  for  a  few  huge  stockranohes 
and  a  few  prlveleged  hunters.  The  ordinary  pe  rson  dare  not  traverse 
on  these  lands  under  these  stookmen's  domain.  I  know  of  their  oonoern 
for  rustlers,  but  there  appears  to  be  lore  then  this  In  some  of  the  t.les. 

We  are  experiencing  one  of  the  most  devlstatlng  droughts  since  the 
thlrltles.   Who  will  oome  out  on  top?   Only  the  large  stookmen  who  oan 
recoup  financial  aupport.  or  those  who  have  turned  land  speotulators 
and  sold  out  to  the  "sod-buster"   for  has  financial  gain. 

Muoh  of  Bitter  Creek  Is  a  prairie  which  can  easily  be  "busted"  with 
huge  equipment  with  no  consideration  for  the  land.   Land  trades  are  bur- 
zing  all  over  Valley  .County  now.    Bitter  Creek  has  been  a  polltloal, 
emotional  "Blde-pullI1.  to  many  of  Valley  Counties  problems  from  the 
Air  Base,  VIP,  and  the  re-reg  dam  at  Fort  Peck,  and  now  the  Cottonwood 
Inn  development. 


Anyone  who  dares  mention  Bitter  Creek  as  a  wilderness  Is  considered 
the  syndlo  of  total  destruction  or  Valley  County  Defelopment  program. 
Any  BLM  employee  would  never  dare  support  a  Wilderness  In  the  town  of 
Glasgow  and  oome  out  without  "soars". 


My  oonoern  is  not  for  my  welfare  but  for  the  Canadian-International 
herd  of  antelope.   Bitter  Creek  is  the  last  vestage  for  then.   My  oonoern 
Is  Tor  the  sage  grouse,  the  meadow  lark,  other  native  birds,  as  well  as 
migrating  birds,  Kes,  even  the  Jaok-Rabblt  who  has  to  pack  his  lunoh  In 
these  dry  tines. 


The  benefits  of  a  real  Wilderness  in  Eastern  Montana  oould  be  a 
tremendous  asset  for  the  generations  to  oome.   The  hlstorloal  significance 
of  this  area  should  be  preserved  for  posterity.   The   antiquity  Tor  our 
times  has  no  greater  slgnlf loanoe. 


Best  wishes  In  your  endeavors. 


Host  sonoerely, 


® 


OO 
CO 


67  Garfield   Street 

Cambridge,    Massachusetts   02138 


June    27,    1984 

David    E.    Little 

AFiEiooiate   District  Manager 

Bureau   of   Land  Management 

Iii-wxntown  District  Office 

Airport   Hoad 

L>-wintovm,    Mt.       59457-1300 

Dear   Sin 

Rnhonced  Wilderness  Manageability  Alternative: 


JUL02  1984 

RECEIVED 


L  am  selecting  this  alternative,  due  in  part,  that  it  ."retains 
the  outstanding  wilderness  valueB  described  in  the  Bitter 
Creek  East  Alternative  while  eliminating  many  of  the  resource 
conflicts  and  improving  the  potential  for  long  term  manage- 
ability." The  exclusion  of  1040  acres  of  non-Federal  in- 
holdings  and  the  removal  of  an  irregular  boundary  on  the  north, 
replacing  it  with  the  east  fork  of  Willow  Creek,  all  adds  up  ' 
to  fewer  resource  conflicts. 

In  thin  alternative,  26,000  acrer  will  be  deoignated  as 
milrlrrnesp  pnd  will  be  closed  to  OHVs.  Pour  eiinting  vehiole 
joyn  totalling   12.5  miles  would  be  closed  to  vehicle  based 
hunting.  These  stipulations  allow  those  who  prefer  the  more 
primitive  type  recreation  to  backpack,  hike  trailB,  camp  out, 
ride  horseback  and  offerB  quiet  enjoyment  to  non-hunter  visitors. 
A  total  of  33,660  acres  will  be  open  to  ORVs. 

In  thie  alternative,  300  hunter  days  would  be  allowed.  , 
(Current  level  ie  450  days.)  Restrictions  on  motor  vehicle 
uae  would  result  in  a  decrease  of  150  days  annually  in  the 
short  and  long  terms.  This  would  decrease  hunting  expenditures 
by  an  estimated  S2,550  annually  which  would  impact  the  local 
businesses  .that  serve  recreationists,  however,  the  regional 
economy  would  not  be  affected  significantly. 
I  do  not  feel  the  shorter  period  of  hunter  days  is  too 
reatriotive. 

Under  Enhanced  Management,  five  permittees  would  have  2,925 
AUl.is  permitted.  On  26,000  acres  three  vehicle  wayB  with  10,5 
milen  of  length  would  be  closed  except  for  emergency  repalrB 
ol  facilities  or  livestock  emergency  suith  ao  sickness. 

There  would  be  no  restrictions  on  }}.660  aires.  Permittees 
v.ould  have  use  of  all  facilities  as. described  under  No 
Wilderness  but  maintenance  would  have  to  be  in  a  manner  least 


-  2  - 

impairing  to  wilderness  values  on  15  reservoirs,  25.25  miles 
of  fence  and  1  spring  development.  The  proposed  new  develop- 
ments as  described  under  No  Wilderness — Table  2{2 — could  be 
an  important  factor  in  the  decisions  by  livestock  operators 
to  select  this  alternative  in  the  Bitter  Creek  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement. 


A 


My  question  is  how  does  a  rancher  operate  successfully 
should  a  lease  holder  come  in  on  adjoining  public  land  and 
begin  drilling  operations  for  natural  gas  a  high  potential 
in  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA.  Polluted  eir  would  result  as  well 
as  contamination  of  ground  water. 


Three  prs- 
with  no  spec 
PLPMA  leases 
developed.  H 
would  not  be 
recommended 

There  would 
reis«ued  on 
in  this  alte 
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PLPMA.  leases  of  1,790  acres  would  be  developed 

ia}.  restrictions.  In  the  worst  caai,  25  post- 
on  24,210  acres  would  not  be  explored  or 

ew  leases  on  either  pre-or  post-PLFMA  leases 
reissued,  if  they  expire  on  the  26,000  acres 

suitable  in  this  alternative. 

bo  no  special  restrictions  and  leases  would  be 
the  33,660  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
rnative. 


I  support  these  Management  Aotions. 

I  would  go  «long  with  the  present  management  as  prescribed 
in  the  Valley  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  which  is  the 
current  management  situation;  looal  cititens  are  very  satis- 
fied with  it  and  would  prefer  to  have  no  alternatives. 


In  view  of  the  proposed  Management  Actions  described  in  the 
No  Wilderness  Alternative, and  should  Congress  decide  to  accept 
this  alternative,  how  can  the  current  lifestyle  of  the 
community  continue?  Note  the  stipulation  "All  leases  con  be 
developed  with  only  standard  stipulations  with  no  special 
restrictions." 


I  feel  the  Enhanced  Wilderness  Manageability  Alternative  is 
fair  and  objective  and  the  26,000  acres  set  aBide  as  wilder- 
ness, gives  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  to  recreationistB  and  a 
rofuge  to  wildlife,  as  well. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bitter 
Creek  WSA. 

Sincerely, 
Mildred  Leonard   v ' 
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McCOLLY  RANCH,  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  98 

Hinsdale,  Montana  59241 

Phone  Otlle*  (406)  364-2314 
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McCOLLY  RANCH,  Inc 

P.O.  Box  98 

Hinsdale,  Montana  5924 
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WESTRUM  &   ROSENDAHL 
OK   HARDWARE 


HINSDALE,  MONTANA  59241  .  PHONE:  364-2342 

July  16,   19&U 
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Olen  Freeman 
Dist.  Mgr.  BIX 
Lewistown.  HT     59l»5? 
Dear  Sin 

We  oppose  creation  of  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  in  Valley  County 
Montana,      This  area  is  not  pristine  or  Isolated,  the  land  is  now  in 
pood  condition  and  the  continuation  of  present  use  will   preserve  the 
resource  and  we  feel  the  government  can  better  spend  money  on  improving 
land,   than  on  declaring  wilderness  and  wasting  Improvements  already  made 

Tours  truly. 
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GLisgow  Clinic, p.s.c. 

GLASGOW,  MONTANA  l«» 


July   18,    1984 
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Mr.  Clen  Freemann 
BLH  District  Manager 
Leviatovn,  Montana  59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freemann: 


Please  leave  Blttercreek  area  alone.   Do  not  designate 
as  wilderness. 


David  Gregory,  M.D. 
DOinje 


Mr.  Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager,  BLH 
D  rawer  I  1 60 
Lewi  1  town,  Montana  5  9*1  5  7 


Dfir     Sir: 
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RECEIVED 

ItWiSTOWH.  MT 


I  am  writing  to  endorse  BLH ' s  preferred  alternative  of 
"  no  wlldernet  "  for  the  Blttercreek  area. 

00  I  am  famlllear  with  this  area  and  do  not  feel  that  It  meet! 

^D  clterta  for  wlldernen  designation. 

TOM  IDSWC,    t.l?  -  6th  Ave.   North,  Qlaegow,   Mt.   592JO 

^Hame    £    address 
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Hr.  Glenn  Freeman 
District  Mgr.,   HUi 
Drawer  1160 
Lewietown,  Montana 

Poar  Sin 


59457 


The  purpose  of   thiB  letter  ia   to  advise    that  I  an  in  agree- 
ment with  BIJI'b  recommendation  of  "no  wilderness"  in  the  Bittercreek 
area.     Having  hunted  the  area  for  Bereral  years  it     ia  my  feeling  that 
wilderness  designation  would  not  be  warranted. 


Sincerely , 


JUL  19  1984 

RECEIVED 

UW1JTOWM,  MT 


Kenneth  L.  Nev/ton 
1124  Valley  Veiw 
Glasgow!  Montana 


59230 
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Mr.  Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager  BUM 
Drawer  1  I  60 
lewlstown,  Ht.  59*56 

Dear  Hr.  F  reeman : 

Please  record  me  as  being  opposed  to  wilderness  designation 
for  the  Bittercreek  aral.  BLM  has  correctly  concluded 
that  this  area  should  not  be  wilderness. 

Hy  conclusions  come  as  the  result  of  having  been  familiar 
with  the  area  In  quest  Ion 
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Hr.  Glenn  Freeman 

DM  tr  let  Manager  ,  BLK 

Dr iwer  I  I  60 

Ltilfitown,  Montana  59*57 

Dear  Sir: 


_«     >kii    i.'ii.r    l»    to    advMa    that    I    am    I  n 
^.nt-.tn    itiJ.'Uc^-.t.o-    .1    -    no   -•!*.»  j«-g 
In    the    Blttercreek   area.       Ha.lng    hunted    the    area    t>t  L-LSX. 
ieveraVye.r,     It    my    failing    that    w.ldern.»    dn.lnn.rtw 


would    not    be    warranted. 


am    JUL  19  1984 
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HINSDALE,     MONTANA    59241 

JULY    18,     19B4 


r,l  rN    FREEMAN 

DIRlHlCr    MANAGER    B.L.M. 

1.EW1STOWN,     MONTANA    59437 

r>f  AN    SIRl 

1   jim  writing   to   you  in  reference   to   the   DITTER   CREEK 

WILIJF  RNE55  AREA   which   is  being  considered  for   Valley   County, 

Mrmtana.  I  am  in  opposition  to  the  creation  of  this  wilderness 
area, 

1  am  opposed  to  this  plan  for  the  following  reasons! 

The   land  under  consideration  is  now  In  good  condition   and 
thia  cant  i  nuat  i  on  of  present  use  will  preserve  Its  value. 

The   government  would  be  bettor  served  if  the   monies  to  be   used 
f  ir   this   wilderness  area  were  spent  on  the  improvement  of   land 
^'ilrh  Is  presently  in  need  of  it. 


The   weather   in   the  arma 
no'   smen . 


not   conducivs 


to 


aual 


The   area   is  located  far  away  from  population   centers   and 
nithlle  transportation  and  therefore  would  get  little  use. 

For   those   few  hardy  souls  who  wish   to   hike,   hunt,   take 
pictures  or  collect  rocks  the  use  of  this  land  Is  already  availabli 

This   land   does   not  meet  the   wilderness   requirements   as 
orlqinally  set   forth. 

Plrcase   take  my  feelings  on  this  matter  Into  account  when  it 
towns  up  for  a  decision.   I've  lived  in  this  area  all  of  my  life 
and   I  know  that  the  area  would  not  be  used  any  more  than   it   is 
pruently.    In   my   opinion  the  creation  of  a   wilderness   area 
I"  the    Bitter    Creek   region   would   be   detrimental   to    the 
cif  r  oundl  ng  area. 


Si  ncerel y , 


<sdAu^ 


HSU, 

Anna    G.     Berge  V 
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July  19,  1984 


Dear  Mr.  Freeman, 

I  support  the  recommendation  of  the  BLM  that  no  part 
of  the  Bitter  Creek  be  designated  as  wilderness. 

Very  truly  yours, 
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July  19,  1984 


Dear  Mr.  Freeman, 

1  support  the  recommendation  of  the  BLM  that  no  part 
of  the  Bitter  Creek  be  designated  as  wilderness. 

Very  truly  yours, 
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Mr.   Glenn  Freeman, 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of   Land  Management 
Airport  Road 
Lewiatown,   MT   59457 

Dear  Mr.   Freeman, 
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I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  Alternative  #3  for  the  BITTER 
CREEK  EAST  WILDERNESS. 

The  addition  of  this  prairie  wilderness  to  the  National  Wilderness  system 
would  add  to  the  diversity  of  the  system.  One  needs  only  to  look  at  a  recent 
map  of  Montana  and  the  great  plains  to  see  how  little  roadless  areas  we 
have  anymore.   The  BLM's  review  of  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Ares 
should  reconsider  the  compromise  alternative  which  mitigates  potential 
conflicts  in  the  area. 

Please  place  me  on  our  distribution  list  for  additional  wilderness  studies 
in  the  Lewiatown  region.   As  a  native  Montanan.  I  am  quite  concerned  with 
the  preservation  of  the  wlldlands  in  our  great  state. 

Sincerely, 


Thomas  Wilde 

1200  Galapago,  Unit  419 

Denver.  CO  80204 
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July  18,   1984 


Glenn  W,    Freeman 
BLK  DlBtrlct  Kanafler 
Lewlstoim,   Montana     59"*57 

Dear  31r  i 

We  support  the  recommendation  of  the  BLK,  that  no 

part  of  the  BltterCreek  and  Charles  B.  Rusoell  Wildlife 

Refuse  be  designated  aa  vllderneBB  landB. 


Sincerely t 


Hark  Lane 

Member,  Pinoa  Annoclation 
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July    19,    19B4 


Dear  Mr.    Freeman, 

Wo    support   the  BLM's  decision    to   exclude    the 
Blttercreek  area    from  wilderness   designation.      We 
feel    that   enough   time   and  money   has  been   spent  on 
this  already   and  it  is   time    to    put   it    to   rest. 


»yjie    R^yKdlth   Johnson 
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July  19,  1904 


Mr.  r,len  Freeman 
Pistrict  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Inwistown,  Montana   59457 

Dear  Mr.  Freeman: 

I  oppose  creation  of  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  in  Valley  County, 
Montana.   Some  of  my  reasons  for  this  are  as  follows: 

1)  The  area  is  not  pristine  or  isolated  and  does  not 
meet  wilderness  requirements. 

2)  The  area  is  geographically  located  away  from  population 
or  usual  travel  paths  so  would  get  little  use. 

3)  Heather  is  unpleasantly  dry  and  hot  in  summer  and  cold 
in  winter, 

4)  The  land  is  now  available  for  hiking,  rock  hounding,  and 
hunting,  none  of  which  would  be  improved  by  wilderness 
desi  gnation. 

5)  Government  can  better  spend  money  on  improving  land, 

than  declaring  wilderness  and  wasting  improvements  already 
made. 

The  land  is  currently  in  good  condition  and  the  continuation 
'if  present  use  will  preserve  the  resource. 

I  urge  you  to  consider  each  of  the  above  points  individually  and 
also  collectively. 

Sincerely, 


Alex  B.  Mogan 
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17  July  1984 


Mr.  Glenn  Freeman 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Lewistown,  Montana  59547 


Dear  Mr.  Freeman, 

I'm  writing  this  letter  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  Bittercreek 
Wilderness  Area  in  Valley  County,  Montana.  There  are  three  reasons 
for  my  opposition.  The  area  is  located  in  Northeast  Montana  to  which 
basically  nbbody  travels;  it  is  unpleasantly  hot  in  the  summer  ana 
extremely  cold  1n  the  winter,  which  further  deters  the  public  from 
wanting  to  utilize  the  area.  The  area  ts  presently  being  well  taken 
care  of  and  the  public  presently  can  hunt,  or  use  their  motor 
vehicles  within  it's  boundaries. 

For  the  above  reasons,  1  oppose  the  proposed  Bittercreek  Wilderness 
area. 


Sincerely, 


N.   H.   Patrick 
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TRANSCRIPTS 
Glasgow 

Mr.  Connell 

A.  Bitter  Creek  East  is  just  one  of  several  alternatives  analyzed  and  is  not  a  recommendation.  The  proposed  action 
is  that  none  of  the  WSA  be  designated  as  wilderness. 

B.  The  reference  to  the  gray  wolf  has  been  deleted  from  the  EIS  as  it  was  not  included  on  the  list  of  threatened  and 
endangered  species  provided  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Helena 

Neil  Rosetta 

A.       See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 

Gene  Etchart 

A.  See  Connell  Response  B;  Glasgow  Hearings. 

B.  Black-footed  ferret  habitat  is  present  in  the  WSA  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  listed  the  black-footed 
ferret  as  a  possible  threatened  and  endangered  species  in  the  WSA 

C.  The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  falls  into  the  Great  Plains  Shortgrass  Prairie  Ecoregion.  The  WSA  actually  contains  a 
mixture  of  grass  types  including  prairie  shortgrasses. 

Bill  Cunningham 

A  Based  on  use  figures  provided  the  BLM  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  the  nearby  UL  Bend  wilderness, 
there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  an  increase  in  recreational  use  of  Bitter  Creek  if  designated  as  wilderness. 

B.  Opportunity  for  guided  hunts  in  Bitter  Creek  has  always  existed  but  there  has  never  been  any  formal  interest  in 
outfitting  in  this  area. 

C.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 

D.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  did  not  list  the  gray  wolf  as  a  possible  threatened  or  endangered  species  in  the 
Bitter  Creek  WSA 

E.  There  are  presently  two  designated  wilderness  areas  in  eastern  Montana  with  15  additional  areas  Presidentially 
endorsed  and  awaiting  Congressional  action.  In  addition  the  BLM  has  preliminarily  recommended  5  areas  for 
wilderness. 

While  there  are  several  remaining  opportunities  to  preserve  examples  of  eastern  Montana  grasslands  as  wilderness, 
there  is  little  indication  there  is  a  demand  for  this  type  of  wilderness  opportunity  from  the  local  population  of 
Glasgow  and  other  nearby  towns.  Approximately  99%  of  the  comments  received  on  the  Bitter  Creek  study  indicated 
no  need  or  desire  for  eastern  Montana  wilderness. 

F.  The  BLM  feels  that  the  estimated  additional  costs  to  permittees  is  not  exaggerated  or  inconsistent  with  BLM  policy. 
The  grazing  guidelines  referred  to  allow  vehicle  access  for  certain  maintenance  and/or  when  heavy  equipment  is 
required.  As  stated  in  Appendix  4.1  of  the  EIS,  some  motor  vehicle  use  on  vehicle  ways  would  be  allowed  under 
wilderness  designation.    However,  casual  vehicle  use  to  check  cows,  water,  fences,  etc.  would  not  be  allowed. 

The  methodolgy  used  to  access  ranch  related  economic  impacts  is  given  in  Appendix  4.1  of  the  EIS.  The  ranch 
related  economic  impacts  assess  the  additional  cost  incurred  to  check  cows  and  fences  on  horseback  versus  vehicle 
use.  Costs  of  hauling  animals  on  and  off  allotments,  major  maintenance  or  emergency  situations  are  not  included 
in  the  estimates.  Under  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative  additional  annual  expenses  and  labor  would  amount  to  $530 
and  640  hours.  This  would  be  split  among  six  ranch  operations  or  an  average  of  $88  per  operation  and  107  hours 
per  operation.   The  range  in  potential  loss  in  ranch  loan  value  by  alternative  is  given  in  Appendix  4.2. 
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G.  Wilderness  is  a  multiple  use  of  the  public  lands  and  any  reference  that  alluded  that  it  was  not  has  been  corrected 
in  the  EIS. 

Mr.  Stults 

A.  It  is  true  that  one  of  the  intents  of  the  Wilderness  Act  was  to  preserve  a  variety  of  ecosystems.  In  the  case  of  Bitter 
Creek,  the  EIS  identified  that  while  the  Great  Plains  Prairie  Ecoregion,  gramma-needlegrass-wheatgrass  subgroup 
was  not  broadly  represented  in  the  system,  Bitter  Creek  would  not  be  the  last  opportunity  to  increase  the  acreage 
and  variety  of  this  subgroup.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 
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Response  to  Letter  1 

A.  If  the  area  were  designated  wilderness,  there  would  be  no  reductions  or  increases  in  grazing  preference  for  permittees 
authorized  to  graze  livestock  within  the  WSA  Current  stocking  levels  are  considered  a  "grandfather"  right  of  the 
permittee,  strictly  speaking  from  the  standpoint  of  wilderness  designation.  For  this  reason,  all  the  wilderness 
alternatives  assumed  a  continuation  of  existing  stock  levels  while  determining  the  environmental  impacts  of  wilderness 
designation  or  nondesignation.  An  alternative  which  addresses  reduced  grazing  preference  is  outside  the  scope  of  this 
EIS.  The  discussion  of  new  livestock  facilities  to  manipulate  the  existing  stocking  levels  is  important  in  the  analysis, 
however,  new  improvements  are  not  considered  a  pre-existing  use  and  may  impact  wilderness  or  other  resource 
values. 

The  EIS  references  trampling  and  overutilization  of  vegetation  along  the  bench  tops  and  scarp  in  Southfork  Bitter 
Creek  Allotment  No.  4054.  This  overutilization  problem  can  be  taken  care  of  through  redistribution  of  the  existing 
herd  through  development  of  water  sources  without  a  reduction  in  grazing  preference.  The  range  is  still  in  good 
ecological  range  condition  and  the  overuse  problem  is  not  considered  critical  at  this  time.  If  the  water  sources  are 
not  developed,  the  overuse  problem  can  be  addressed  through  a  future  planning  effort. 

Response  to  Letter  2 

A.  The  process  for  evaluating  activities  to  determine  if  they  would  impair  wilderness  values  is  described  on  page  18  of 
the  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review,  U.S.  Department  of 
Interior,  December  12,  1979. 

Responses  to  Letter  8 

A  There  have  been  some  attempts  to  acquire  county-owned  lands  in  or  adjacent  to  the  WSA.  The  county  has  stated 
that  until  the  wilderness  issue  is  settled  they  have  no  interest  in  exchange.  The  State  of  Montana  has  indicated  a 
desire  to  exchange  lands  in  areas  that  are  eventually  designated  as  wilderness.  This  wilderness  study  has  identified 
those  lands  which  are  within  the  WSA.  If  designated,  the  state  would  probably  trade  the  state  sections. 

B.  The  EIS  assessed  the  potential  for  natural  gas  development  as  high  throughout  the  WSA.  Market  conditions  will 
effect  if  and  when  exploration  occurs  on  the  leases.  There  is  a  possibility  that  all  pre-FLPMA  leases  will  expire  prior 
to  any  exploration. 

C.  The  increased  percentage  of  "older  animals"  in  the  Bitter  Creek  mule  deer  herd  is  only  a  secondary  concern.  It  will 
take  some  years  for  the  population  makeup  of  the  herds  to  change.  Previous  to  this  change  to  an  older  age  class, 
an  increase  in  deer  numbers,  past  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  habitat,  will  occur.  The  subsequent  degradation  of 
this  prime  mule  deer  habitat,  with  the  probable  lowering  of  its  carrying  capacity  is  our  primary  concern,  and  is  what 
we  wish  to  avoid.  The  ideal  herd  structure  parameters  include  an  age  structure  which  represents  the  spectrum  of 
age  classes.  So,    it  is  not  as  important  to  have  a  "young"  herd,  as  it  is  to  have  a  healthy  herd. 

In  this  area  the  most  common  incentive  for  increased  harvest  is  to  let  more  permits  or  multiple  permits.  Under 
past  game  management  in  Bitter  Creek,  the  deer  population  remained  high  even  with  no  off-road  vehicle  restriction. 
With  restricted  access,  i.e.,  wilderness  designation,  the  problem  becomes  that  of  achieving  an  adequate  harvest  in 
the  core  of  the  unit.  The  male  mule  deer  probably  would  attract  enough  hunter  interest  to  provide  interior  harvest, 
but  the  typical  Valley  County  mule  deer  hunter  would  not  walk  into  Bitter  Creek  to  harvest  antlerless  deer. 
Antlerless  deer  can  be  obtained  easier  in  other  portions  of  the  county  where  there  are  no  restrictions  to  off-road 
travel.  Therefore,  multiple  permits  would  probably  not  attract  additional  hunters.  Another  problem  in  obtaining 
additional  harvest  is  the  lack  of  people  in  the  area. 

D.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 
Responses  to  Letter  9 

A.  The  state's  hunting  regulations  may  not  always  respond  to  site  specific  overpopulation  problems.  There  are  few  does 
harvested  in  the  core  area  of  Bitter  Creek  because  of  its  remoteness  and  because  the  deer  are  available  in  easier 
to  hunt  areas. 

B.  The  proposed  action  is  not  to  eliminate  wilderness  values  but  rather  to  allow  existing  uses  to  continue.  The  area  has 
been  able  to  maintain  wilderness  values  while  permitted  for  livestock  and  open  to  oil  and  gas  exploration.  Grazing 
would  continue  in  Bitter  Creek  at  or  near  existing  levels  with  or  without  wilderness  designation. 
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C.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 

D.  Range  management  costs  for  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  are  estimated  at  $13,600  annually. 

E.  Bitter  Creek  has  high  potential  for  natural  gas.  In  addition,  there  are  excellent  opportunities  to  improve  the 
vegetation  resource  through  implementation  of  allotment  management  plans.  While  recreational  use  is  low,  those 
who  do  utilize  the  area  rely  on  the  primitive  vehicle  ways  for  access.  There  is  no  evidence  that  existing  levels  of  use 
are  placing  undue  stress  on  wildlife,  or  that  this  level  of  stress  would  be  alleviated  by  wilderness  designation.  The 
reference  to  monitoring  effort  and  cost  has  been  deleted  from  the  Environmental  Consequences  chapter  as  they  are 
not  environmental  issues. 

Responses  to  Letter  14 

A.  Off-road  vehicle  use  is  estimated  at  450  visits  annually.  This  is  considered  a  low  level  of  use  and  is  not  significantly 
impacting  other  resource  values  at  this  time.  Unanticipated  increases  would  be  analyzed  in  later  planning  efforts  or 
as  needed  to  determine  if  closures  were  warranted  to  prevent  resource  damage. 

B.  No  specific  predation  problem  exists  in  Bitter  Creek  at  this  time.  There  are  no  proposals  for  any  type  of  predator 
control. 

Responses  to  Letter  15 

A  It  is  true  that  range  improvements  cannot  be  used  as  the  sole  justification  for  a  nonsuitable  recommendation  of  a 
roadless  area.  The  degree  of  impact  on  the  overall  apparent  naturalness  of  a  WSA  is  one  of  a  number  of 
considerations  in  determining  suitability.  While  BLM  policy  would  allow  the  use  of  vehicles  to  maintain  facilities, 
the  degree  and  regularity  of  such  maintenance  is  a  valid  consideration  in  a  wilderness  study. 

B.  New  facilities  would  be  allowed  only  if,  considered  alone  or  cumulatively,  the  project  does  not  affect  the  apparent 
naturalness  of  the  area. 

C.  Past  experience  does  not  support  this  for  Bitter  Creek.  The  opportunity  to  guide  and  pack  for  hunters  already  exists 
in  the  WSA 

In  the  nearby  UL  Bend  wilderness,  designation  did  not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  of  out  of  state  hunters  and 
no  outfitters  have  established  guide  services  in  the  area. 

D.  See  revisions  in  Summary. 

E.  The  marginal  costs  of  wilderness  and  other  resource  management,  some  of  which  were  estimated  in  the  draft  EIS, 
have  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS  as  they  are  not  a  valid  environmental  considerations  on  the  suitability  of  Bitter 
Creek  as  wilderness. 

Responses  to  Letter  17 

A  Appendix  3.3  is  a  copy  of  correspondence  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  possible  threatened  and 
endangered  species  which  occur  or  could  occur  in  the  WSA  The  gray  wolf  is  not  identified  on  this  list  and  reference 
to  the  gray  wolf  has  been  deleted  from  the  text  of  the  final  EIS.  There  is  no  official  proposal  to  reintroduce  wolves 
into  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  area. 

B.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 

C.  The  designation  of  Bitter  Creek  as  wilderness  would  displace  450  visitors  using  vehicles  within  the  WSA 
Responses  to  Letter  20 

A      See  Response  A  to  Letter  17. 

B.  Currently  hunting  use  is  primarily  along  or  near  the  boundaries  of  the  three  roadless  segments  (Bitter  Creek  South, 
Bitter  Creek  West  and  Bitter  Creek  East)  where  ORV  access  is  available  with  current  roads.  The  conclusion  that 
hunting  revenues  would  decrease  is  based  on  current  use  of  the  area  by  hunters  who  primarily  use  vehicles  to 
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retrieve  game  and  the  closure  of  ORV  traffic  with  wilderness  designation.  It  is  assumed  that  some  hunting  would 
continue  on  horseback  or  by  hiking  but  would  not  increase  since  these  opportunities  already  exist  in  other  areas 
within  the  WSA  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  compare  the  opportunities  for  establishing  successful  hunting  outfitting 
operations  between  Bitter  Creek  and  the  Bob  Marshall  area.  The  Bob  Marshall  area  was  a  popular  hunting  area 
and  professionally  outfitted  in  advance  of  wilderness  designation.  Bitter  Creek  has  no  history  of  outfitting  and  is  a 
small,  open  area  when  compared  to  the  Bob  Marshall  and  other  heavily  outfitted  areas.  This  WSA  is  probably 
incapable  of  supporting  significant  commercial  hunting  operations. 

Response  to  Letters  30,  31,  32,  34,  35,  41,  42,  45,  72 

A.  Ecosystem  representation  was  one  of  a  number  of  considerations  made  in  the  selection  of  the  proposed  action  of 
no  wilderness.  The  EIS  on  page  28,  states  that  Bitter  Creek  is  within  the  gramma-wheatgrass-needlegrass  subgroup 
of  the  Great  Plains  shortgrass  prairie  ecoregion.  The  Great  Plains  ecoregion  is  extensive  and  contains  9.6%  of  the 
nation's  lands.  The  majority  of  central  and  eastern  Montana  fall  into  the  gramma-wheatgrass-needlegrass-subgroup. 
Included  in  this  gramma-wheatgrass-needlegrass-subgroup  are  approximately  170,000  undisturbed  acres  in  the  Charles 
M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Refuge  presently  being  administratively  managed  as  wilderness  while  awaiting 
Congressional  action  on  wilderness  designation.  Five  BLM  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  Missouri  Breaks  of  eastern 
and  central  Montana  have  been  preliminarily  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  are  being  managed  to 
preserve  natural  ecological  values  similar  to  those  of  Bitter  Creek.  Therefore  in  the  analysis  of  Bitter  Creek's 
ecological  values,  the  BLM  did  not  consider  a  nonsuitable  recommendation  as  the  last  opportunity  for  designation 
of  examples  of  the  prairie  ecotype. 

A  key  consideration  in  the  nonsuitable  recommendation  was  that  continuation  of  existing  management  would  not 
significantly  alter  the  ecological  condition  or  balance  in  Bitter  Creek.  Grazing  is  proposed  to  continue  at  levels  that 
have  existed  for  many  years.  Natural  gas  development  is  a  threat  to  the  natural  condition  of  Bitter  Creek  but  full 
field  development  is  not  expected.  The  normal  spacing  for  gas  wells,  if  the  area  was  totally  developed,  would  place 
one  well  per  section.  Some  wilderness  values  would  be  lost  or  diminished  but  natural  ecological  processes  are  not 
expected  to  be  changed  significantly.  There  is  no  proposal  to  allow  any  of  the  Bitter  Creek  lands  to  be  plowed  and/or 
seeded  in  non-native  vegetation. 

The  EIS  has  documented  the  fact  that  while  Bitter  Creek  appears  natural,  it  is  not  totally  unimpaired.  The  area  has 
been  grazed  extensively  by  domestic  livestock  for  over  50  years.  Native  grasses  have  been  invaded  by  club  moss, 
noxious  weeds  and  some  crested  wheatgrass.  Several  roads  and  many  reservoirs  have  been  constructed  in  the  area 
over  the  years.  These  activities  would  continue  to  some  degree  with  or  without  wilderness  designation  with  little 
additional  impact  on  the  ecological  values  of  the  area. 

Responses  to  Letter  40 

A  The  tables  and  narrative  have  been  corrected  to  state  that  no  significant  impact  is  expected.  This  is  to  allow  for  both 
positive  benefits,  accrued  over  time  due  to  professional  land  management  techniques  and  minor  negative  impacts, 
associated  with  construction  of  grazing  facilities  and  surface  disturbance  from  oil  and  gas  activity. 

B.  The  450  estimated  visits  for  vehicle  based  hunting  is  considered  to  be  a  low  use  of  this  large  tract  of  land. 

C.  It  should  be  noted  that  Bitter  Creek  qualified  for  study  because  the  area,  as  a  whole,  appeared  natural.  From  many 
localized  points  there  are  clearly  manmade  developments  which  appear  as  just  that.  The  area  already  has  43 
reservoirs,  59.4  miles  of  fence,  19.5  miles  of  vehicle  ways  and  other  developments.  The  new  developments  probably 
would  not  destroy  the  overall  apparent  naturalness  of  the  area,  but  would  increase  the  area  where  site  specific 
impacts  to  naturalness  are  noticeable. 

D.  The  reasons  are  stated  on  page  53  of  the  final  EIS. 

E.  Local  opinion  has  run  98-99%  against  wilderness  designation.  The  EIS  does  reference  some  recent  national  and  state 
surveys.  It  is  impossible  to  conclude  that  a  majority  of  Americans  favor  additional  wilderness. 

F.  The  letters  and  oral  comment  received  on  the  draft  EIS  are  included  in  this  final  EIS. 

G.  The  EIS  does  not  present  any  bias  against  prairie.  The  Bitter  Creek  WSA  is  just  proposed  for  other  than  wilderness 
management.  See  Response  A  to  Letter  30. 
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H.  The  EIS  includes  an  estimate  of  possible  impacts  from  the  proposed  action.  The  BLM  has  no  evidence  to  conclude 
that  the  WSA  will  be  developed  beyond  the  specific  range  of  activities  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

I.  The  final  EIS  includes  the  BLM's  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  threatened  and 
endangered  species  (T&E).  The  consultation  concluded  that  there  would  be  no  significant  impact  on  T&E  species 
with  the  proposed  action  (see  Appendix  3.3). 

The  gray  wolf  was  not  included  as  a  possible  threatened  and    endangered  species  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and   reference  to  the  gray  wolf  has  been  deleted  from  the  text  of  the  EIS. 

Responses  to  Letter  43 

A.  No  lands  have  been  identified  for  sale  or  exchange  in  Bitter  Creek. 

B.  None  of  the  proposed  developments,  that  would  occur  without  wilderness  designation,  would  significantly  impact 
antelope  winter  range. 

Responses  to  Letter  44 

A.  Wells  in  this  area  are  normally  connected  to  an  underground  natural  gas  pipeline.  There  should  be  no  significant 
impact  to  air  quality  as  no  natural  gas  is  burned  off.  Any  water  produced  will  be  pumped  into  trucks  and  transported 
to  disposal  areas  outside  the  WSA. 

B.  The  Bitter  Creek  EIS  addresses  the  impacts  of  wilderness  designation  on  other  resource  uses  and  the  impacts  of 
resource  development  on  wilderness  values  within  the  EIS  if  not  designated.  The  economic  and  social  impacts  of 
full  field  development  of  natural  gas  within  Bitter  Creek  on  local  communities  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS.  The 
area  is  accustomed  to  full  field  development  because  of  its  nearness  to  the  Bowdoin  natural  gas  field  in  Phillips 
County  and  the  western  portion  of  Valley  County.  The  lifestyle  of  the  area  is  associated  with  Bitter  Creek  as  a 
non-wilderness  area  and  we  can  only  assume  that  the  current  lifestyle  would  continue  with  the  No  Wilderness 
Alternative. 

Response  to  Letter  77 

A.  Public  lands  are  the  common  property  of  all  Americans.  The  law  is  clear  that  all  interested  publics  have  an  equal 
right  to  offer  input  into  the  management  of  public  lands. 

Responses  to  Letter  87 

A  The  EIS  states  that  wilderness  could  accrue  some  additional  protection  to  wildlife.  There  is  however,  no  evidence 
to  suggest  that  continuation  of  existing  management  will  create  any  serious  threat  to  wildlife. 

B.  The  final  EIS  documents  the  fact  that  there  is  habitat  for  the  black-footed  ferret,  but  also  concludes  the  proposed 
action  will  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  habitat. 

C.  This  acreage  exceeds  the  total  WSA  acreage  and  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS  alternatives. 
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APPENDIX  1.1:    MAJOR  MFP  DECISIONS 


The  following  are  excerpts  from  the  Valley  Framework  Plan. 
OBJECTIVES  RECOMMENDATIONS 


To  identify  and 
protect  lands  in  the 
planning  area  of 
potential  wilderness 
value  and  of  adequate 
size  for  inclusion  into 
the  National 
Wilderness  System. 


Valley  MFP 

R-15.1 

All  areas  within  the  planning  unit  of 
predominately  public  land  which  meet  the 
basic  criteria  of:    1)  5,000  or  more  acres  or 
of  a  manageable  size  to  maintain  essential 
wilderness  characteristics;  2)  roadless  and;  3) 
of  primitive  character  will  be  inventoried  for 
wilderness  characteristics  and  possible 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wilderness 
System  by  1991.  Lands  in  the  planning  unit 
presently  identified  as  perhaps  meeting  the 
above  criteria  include: 

Ppr-001  Burnt  Lodge 
Ppr-002  Timber  Creek 
Ppr-003  Gravel  Hill 
Ppr-004  Carpenter  Creek 
Ppr-005  Bomber 
Ppr-006  Dog  Creek  North 
Ppr-007  Grant  Creek 
Ppr-008  Lone  Tree 
Ppr-009  Sage  Creek 


DECISIONS 


Recreation 
Recommendation 
R-7.1  is  accepted. 


Source:    BLM  1983 


P-15.2 

All  wilderness  study  areas  will  be  managed 
so  as  to  preserve  their  wilderness 
characteristics.  All  current  activities  can 
continue  subject  to  controls  in  order  to 
protect  wilderness  values.  Under  the 
Organic  Act,  this  provides  for  the 
continuation  of  existing  mining  use,  grazing 
use  and  mineral  leasing  in  the  same  manner 
and  degree  as  was  being  conducted  on 
October  21,  1976. 


Accepted  the 

Multiple-use 

Recommendations. 
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APPENDIX  1.2:    ISSUE  LETTER 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

July  1983 

Dear  Citizen: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  is  starting  a  study  of  the  59,660  acre  Bitter  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  located  in  northeastern  Montana.  The  study  area  is  in  the  Valley 
Resource  Area  of  the  BLM's  Lewistown  District.  The  study  team  will  consist  of  personnel  from 
both  the  Lewistown  District  Office  and  the  Valley  Resource  Area  Office  in  Glasgow.  The  study 
will  result  in  preliminary  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  of  the  Bitter  Creek  Area  for  wilderness  designation. 

The  BLM's  decision  to  study  the  Bitter  Creek  Area  was  subject  to  appeal.  Five  appeals  were 
received.  All  of  the  appeals  were  heard  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Board  of  Land 
Appeals  (IBLA).  On  May  18,  1983,  the  IBLA  made  a  final  decision  affirming  the  Final 
Inventory  Decision  of  the  Montana  State  Director  that  the  Bitter  Creek  Area  should  be  studied 
for  its  wilderness  suitability. 

Now  that  the  appeals  have  been  decided,  I'd  like  to  ask  you  to  help  us  begin  by  making  sure 
that  we  know  all  the  issues  that  should  be  part  of  our  study.    I've  enclosed  a  summary  of  the 
issues  that  arose  during  our  two-year  inventory  of  wilderness  characteristics  as  well  as  during  the 
protest  and  appeal  periods. 

Besides  identifying  additional  issues,  you  may  wish  to  discuss  possible  alternatives  that  might  be 
analyzed  in  the  study.  These  would  be  in  addition  to  the  All  Wilderness  and  No  Wilderness 
alternatives  which  definitely  will  be  analyzed. 

To  better  enable  us  to  discuss  the  study  with  you  personally,  we  have  scheduled  BLM  personnel 
to  be  available  from  1:00  p.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  in  the  Valley  Resource  Area  Office  in  Glasgow  on 
August  10  and  11. 

If  you  can't  stop  by  the  resource  area  office,  please  take  time  to  write.  It  would  be  most 
helpful  if  we  could  hear  from  you  by  August  28,  1983. 

If  you  wish  to  continue  to  receive  information  about  the  Bitter  Creek  Study,    please  return  the 
enclosed  post  card  by  August  28. 

Thank  you  for  your  help  so  far  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  throughout  the  study. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Glenn  W.  Freeman 
District  Manager 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX  2.1: 
ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  BUT  NOT  RECOMMENDED 

FOR  DETAILED  ANALYSIS 

Bitter  Creek  South  Alternative 

As  Bitter  Creek  South  is  one  of  the  three  roadless  tracts  making  up  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  it 
was  considered  as  a  possible  alternative.  With  this  alternative  8,605  acres  would  be  recommended 
as  suitable  for  wilderness  while  51,055  acres  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  and  would 
continue  in  multiple  use  management.  During  the  planning  process  a  number  of  factors  were 
considered  in  determining  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives.  Bitter  Creek  South  was  not 
considered  a  viable  alternative  for  detailed  analysis  because: 

1.  Outstanding  solitude  is  restricted  to  a  very  few  isolated  pockets  because  of  the  segments  size, 
limited  screening  and  location  of  boundary  roads. 

2.  There  is  a  potential  manageability  problem  with  access  on  a  state  owned  inholding  and  from 
a  lack  of  indentifiable  boundaries  between  public  and  private  land  on  the  western  edge  of 
the  segment. 

3.  The  area  contains  a  small  infestation  of  leafy  spurge  which  has  the  potential  to  spread. 

4.  This  segment  has  a  high  percentage  of  pre-FLPMA  oil  and  gas  leases,  is  the  closest  segment 
to  the  known  gas  field  and  is  easily  accessible  for  exploration  and/or  development. 

5.  The  area  has  the  highest  preponderance  of  proposed  range  projects  in  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA 
including  450  acres  for  chiseling,  4  pit  reservoirs  and  2.5  miles  of  fence. 


Bitter  Creek  West  Alternative 

Bitter  Creek  West  is  one  of  the  three  roadless  tracts  making  up  the  Bitter  Creek  WSA  and  was 
considered  as  an  alternative.  This  alternative  would  recommend  11,105  acreas  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation  and  48,555  acres  as  nonsuitable.  During  the  planning  process  it  was 
determined  that  this  alternative  did  not  meet  the  criteria  for  detailed  study  because  of  questions 
of  wilderness  manageability,  wilderness  quality,  and  resource  conflicts.  The  alternative  was  not 
considered  viable  for  detailed  study  because: 

1.  Areas  with  outstanding  solitude  area  limited  due  to  the  flat  topography  lack  of  screening 
vegetation  and  location  of  boundary  roads.  The  area  has  the  fewest  wilderness  attributes  of 
the  three  segments. 

2.  There  are  11  reservoirs  scattered  throughout  the  unit  which  would  increase  conflicts  with 
solitude  and  naturalness  when  maintenance  and/or  reconstruction  is  necessary. 

3.  The  800  acres  proposed  for  chiseling  would  be  foregone. 
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4.  The  boundary  is  not  manageable  even  with  extensive  use  of  signs,    patrols  etc.,  because  it  is 
on  legal  subdivisions  rather  than  identifiable  physiographic  features. 

5.  Other  than  hunting,  the  area  contains  little  or  or  no  outdoor  recreational  values.    Hunting 
is  almost  all  vehicle  based. 
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APPENDIX  3.1: 
COMMON  PLANT  SPECIES  IN  THE  WSA 


Common  Name 


Scientific  Name 


Grasses  and  Grasslike 

Western  wheatgrass 
Little  bluestem 
Blue  grama 
Plains  reedgrass 
Prairie  sandreed 
Carex 

Plains  mulhy 
Sandberg  bluegrass 
Needleandthread 
Green  needlegrass 

Half  Shrubs/Forbs 

Fringed  sagewort 
Milkvetch 
Leafy  spurge 
Dotted  gayfeather 
Silverleaf  scurfpea 
Prairie  thermopsis 
American  vetch 
Cocklebur 

Shrubs  and  Trees 


Agropyron  smithii 
Andropogon  scoparius 
Bouteloua  gracilis 
Calamagroslis  montanensis 
Calamovilfa  longifolia 
Carex  spp. 

Muhlenbergia  cuspidata 
Poa  secunda 
Stipa  comata 
Stipa  viridula 


Artemisia  frigida 
Astragalus  spp. 
Euphorbia  esula 
Liatris  punctata 
Psoralea  argophylla 
Thermopsis  rhombifolia 
Vicia  americana 
Xanthium  spp. 


Silver  sagebrush 
Nuttall  saltbrush 
Rubber  rabbitbrush 
Creeping  juniper 
Plains  cottonwood 
Quaking  aspen 
Chokecherry 
Rose 

Greasewood 
Silver  buffaloberry 


Artemisia  cana 
Artiplex  nuttallii 
Chrysothamnus  nauseosus 
Juniperus  horizontalis 
Populus  sargentii 
Populus  tremuloides 
Prunus  virginiana 
Rosa  spp. 

Sarcobatus  vermiculatus 
Shepherdia  argentea 
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APPENDIX  3.2: 
COMMON  ANIMAL  SPECIES  IN  THE  WSA 


Common  Name 


Scientific  Name 


Big  Game 

Mule  deer 

Odocoileus  hemionus 

White-tailed  deer 

Odocoileus  virginianus 

Pronghorn  antelope 

Antilocapra  americana 

Upland  Game  Birds 

Sage  grouse 

Centrocercus  urophasianu 

Sharp-tailed  grouse 

Pedioctes  phasianellus 

Hungarian  (gray)  partridge 

Perdix  perdix 

Waterfowl 

Canada  geese 

Branta  canadensis 

Mallard 

Anas  platyrhynchos 

Pintail 

Anas  acuta 

Gadwall 

Anas  strepera 

Blue-winged  teal 

Anas  discors 

Fur-Bearing  Mammals 

Coyote 

Canis  latrans 

Muskrat 

Ondatra  zibethica 

Beaver 

Castor  conadensis 

Badger 

Taxidea  taxus 

Skunk 

Mephitis  mephitis 

Mink 

Mustela  vison 

Weasel 

Mustek  spp. 

Fox 

Vulpes  fulva 

Predators 

Coyote 

Canis  latrans 

Fish 

Rainbow  trout 

Salmo  gairdneri 

Largemouth  bass 

Micropterus  salmoides 

Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 

Peregrine  falcon 

Falco  peregrinus 

Bald  eagle 

Halliaeetus  leucocephalus 

Black-footed-ferret 

Mustela  nigripes 

Source:    BLM,  1981 
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APPENDIX  3.3: 

THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED 

SPECIES  CORRESPONDENCE 


8500 


rtrK 


IjO'i 


Mr.  Ron  Crete 

U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

Federal  Building,  U.S.  Courthouse 

P.O.  Box  10023 

Helena,  MT  59626 

Dear  Mr.  Crete: 

Our  office  is  preparing  an  environmental  impact  statement  on  the  effects 

of  wilderness  designation  of  the  59,660  acre  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness 

study  area  located  in  Valley  County.   The  enclosed  map  details  the  study 

area's  boundaries.   Please  provide  us  with  a  list  of  threatened  or 

endangered  species  which  may  occur  in  this  area.   Thank  you  for  your 

input. 

Sincerely  yours, 

is' t: ><zrm  V,  Freeman 

Glenn  W.  Freeman 
District  Manager 

Enclosure 

GP AVEK:pcj  :  04/26/84  :MAG 
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TO 


FROM 


OPTIONAL   FORM    NO.    10 

JULY    1973    EDITION 

GSA    FPMR    (41    CFRI    101.11.6 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

M. 02. 84. 026 


date:  May  1, 
Field  Supervisor,  Endangered  Species,  Helena,  MT  (SE) 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Lewistown  District  Office,  Lewistown,  MT 


DM. 

ASSOC.- 

AWWW. 

f/EA 
OP* 


PA, 

MIN„ 
JUO_ 


""  MAYO  2  1984   BLM 

RECEIVED 

1  Q84      16WISTOWN,  MT 


ACTION 


subject:  Section  7  Species  List  for  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area, 
Valley  County,  Montana 


This  responds  to  your  April  26,  1984  letter  regarding  the  proposed 
Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area,  located  in  Valley  County,  Montana. 

In  accordance  with  Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  as  amended, 
we  have  determined  that  the  following  listed  and  proposed  threatened  and 
endangered  species  may  be  present  in  the  project  area. 


Listed  Species 


Expected  Occurrence 


Bald  eagle  (Hal i aeetus  1 eucocephal us ) 


Migrant 


Peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrinus) 


Migrant 


Black-footed  ferret  (Mustela  ni gripes) 


Possible  resident 
prairie  dog  towns 


Proposed  Species 
none 


Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  Regularly  on  the  Payroll  Savings  Plan 
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Section  7(c)  of  the  Act  requires  that  you  conduct  and  submit  to  the  FWS 
a  biological  assessment  to  determine  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project 
on  listed  and  proposed  species.  If  not  initiated  within  90  days,  the 
list  should  be  verified  with  the  FWS  prior  to  initiation  of  the  assessment. 
The  biological  assessment  should  be  completed  within  180  days  of  initiation, 
but  can  be  extended  by  mutual  agreement  between  your  agency  and  the  FWS. 
The  assessment  conducted  pursuant  to  Section  7(c)  may  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  your  agency's  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Section  102  of 
NEPA  and  incorportated  into  the  draft  EIS. 

Upon  completion  of  your  assessment,  if  you  determine  that  the  project 
will  affect  any  of  the  above  listed  species,  formal  consultation  with 
the  FWS  through  my  office  should  be  intiated.  If  you  determine  that  any 
proposed  species  may  be  affected,  an  informal  conference  with  my  Endangered 
Species  Team  should  be  initiated  to  discuss  measures  that  can  be  taken 
for  their  conservation.  Section  7(d)  of  the  Act  requires  that  during 
the  consultation  process,  the  Federal  agency  and  the  permit  or  license 
applicant  shall  not  make  any  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources  which  would  preclude  the  formulation  of  reasonable  and  prudent 
alternatives. 

Please  contact  us  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance. 


cc:  Regional  Director,  FWS,  Region  6,  Denver,  CO  (FA/SE) 
Ecological  Services,  FWS,  Billings,  MT 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LEWISTOWN  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

Airport  Road 

Lewistown,  Montana  59457-1300 


1792 


Mr.  Ron  Crete 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Federal  Building,  U.S.  Courthouse 

P.O.  Box  10023 

Helena,   MT     59626 

Dear  Mr.    Crete: 

Enclosed  is  the  biological  assessment  for  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  area  in  Valley  County. 

Please  contact  either  Bill  Bishop  of  my  staff  (538-7461)  or  Mike  Fisher 
in  Glasgow  (228-4316),  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Sincerely  yours, 


JLe, 


ivS'h/^c* 


Glenn  W.  Freeman 
District  Manager 


Enclosure 
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THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
BIOLOGICAL  ASSESSMENT 

FOR 

THE  BITTER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


USDI,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LEWISTOWN  DISTRICT 

VALLEY  RESOURCE  AREA  HEADQUARTERS 

JUNE  1984 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  analyzes  its  suitability 
as  a  part  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  Pursuant  to  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (1976),  59,660  acres  of  public  lands  in  Valley  County,  Montana,  were  reviewed  for  wilderness 
characteristics  and  evaluated  as  to  the  affect  of  wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  on  the  environment  and  land  uses. 
This  is  capsulized  in  the  draft  EIS  on  page  i,  Summary. 

The  principal  uses  identified  by  the  EIS  are  cattle  grazing  and  big  game  hunting.  The  issues  raised  by  the  public  and 
analyzed  in  the  document  are  listed  on  page  three  of  the  draft  EIS. 

The  EIS  evaluates  four  alternatives  for  management  of  the  WSA.  The  alternatives  ranged  from  all  wilderness  to  no 
wilderness  with  two  intermediate  options.  The  no  wilderness  alternative  was  the  preferred  alternative  analyzed  in  the  study. 
Detailed  descriptions  of  the  alternatives  can  be  found  in  the  EIS. 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

Under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  (1973),  a  biological  assessment  is  required  for  all  EISs.  The 
assessment  outlines  the  potential  of  the  alternatives  to  affect  the  listed  endangered  species.  A  may  affect/no  affect 
designation  will  be  determined  for  each  of  the  species  within  each  alternative. 

AFFECTED  SPECIES 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  (1984)  provided  a  list  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  that  may  be  present 
in  the  WSA: 

Listed  Species  Expected  Occurrence 

Bald  eagle,  Hcdiaeetus  leucocephalus  Migrant 

Peregrine  falcon,  Falco  peregrinus  Migrant 

Black-footed  ferret,  Mustela  nigripes  Possible  resident  in  prairie  dog  towns 

All  three  species  are  in  endangered  status,  and  this  assessment  addresses  only  those  three. 

Bald  Eagle 

FWS  expects  the  bald  eagle  to  occur  as  a  migrant  in  the  WSA  and  this  is  supported  by  BLM  biologists  observations 
(1977-1984).  All  BLM  sightings,  both  within  and  near  the  unit  boundaries,  have  occurred  either  in  the  spring  or  fall,  as 
would  be  expected  for  a  migrant  species.  Flath  (1983)  lists  the  bald  eagle  as  breeding  in  the  Latilong  (No.  10)  which 
includes  the  Bitter  Creek  Watershed.  The  only  significant  amount  of  breeding  habitat,  riverine  forest  (green 
ash/cottonwood)  as  described  by  Kroodsma  (1973),  in  Latilong  10  is  the  Milk  River  and  Fort  Peck  dredge  cuts  area  on 
the  Missouri  River,  approximately  25  miles  south  and  50  miles  southwest,  respectively,  of  the  WSA.  The  breeding  report 
originated  in  the  Milk  River-Missouri  River  confluence  areas  in  1968  (Rath,  personal  communication).  Skaar  (1980),  who 
originally  listed  the  Latilong  10  breeding  report,  described  the  report  as  "old."  There  is  no  known  or  potential  nesting 
habitat  within  the  WSA  due  to  a  lack  of  trees;  the  only  trees  in  the  unit  consist  of  a  few  scattered  cottonwoods  (Popuhis 
deltoides),  an  occasional  willow  (Salix  spp.)  and  some  quaking  aspen  {Popuhis  tremuloides)  stands.  The  1984  nesting 
survey  flight  by  BLM  revealed  no  bald  eagles  in  Bitter  Creek  and  no  nesting  pairs  in  Valley  County.  Areas  of  eagle 
sightings  have  been  within  heavily  hunted  crucial  mule  deer  winter  range  and  the  birds  may  be  attracted  by  the  carrion 
offered  in  large  deer  concentrations;  i.e.,  winterkills,  wounding  losses,  offal,  etc.  However,  only  a  few  deer  carcasses  have 
been  observed  in  the  area. 

Peregrine  Falcon 

The  FWS  (1984)  designates  this  species  as  a  migrant  through  the  Bitter  Creek  area  and  Flath  (1981)  shows  the  peregrine 
as  transient  for  Latilong  10  with  no  nesting  records.  While  none  have  been  noted  inside  the  unit,  Valley  RAH  biologists 
have  observed  one  peregrine  within  12  miles  of  the  WSA  boundary  and  another  less  than  3  miles.  There  is  no  known 
existing  or  potential  peregrine  nesting  habitat  within  the  unit,  and  the  birds  probably  use  Bitter  Creek  only  during 
migration.  The  prey  base  is  not  attractive  since  the  unit  has  very  limited  waterfowl/shorebird  habitat  and  the  passerine 
populations  are  similar  to  surrounding  areas;  i.e.,    food  abundance  is  the  same  or  less  than  nearby  habitats. 
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Black-Footed  Ferret 

Ferret  occurrence  within  the  study  area  is  considered  possible  by  FWS  (1984),  a  view  supported  by  Flath's  (1981)  suspected 
designation  of  ferret  existence  in  Valley  County.  No  ferret  sightings  are  on  record  for  the  WSA  and  the  only  potential 
habitat  within  it  is  a  prairie  dog  town  in  Sections  22  and  23,  T.  33  N.,  R.  37  E.,  which  is  outside  of  the  nearest  interagency 
Black-footed  ferret  priority  area,  (BLM  1984).  See  Appendix  1.  It  is  the  only  known  colony  in  the  Bitter  Creek  unit  and 
encompassed  196  acres  when  last  surveyed  by  BLM  in  1982;  135  acres  or  69  percent  are  private  land.  The  dog  town  is 
isolated  from  other  towns,  the  next  closest  being  approximately  14  miles  northwest;  there  are  only  three  confirmed  towns 
in  north  Valley  County  (outside  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation),  an  area  of  well  over  one  million  acres.  The  isolation 
of  this  town  and  the  low  density  of  prairie  dogs  north  of  the  Milk  River  reduces  the  probability  of  ferrets  inhabiting  this 
particular  site.  Pedestrian  surveys  of  the  entire  colony  in  1979  and  1982  revealed  no  evidence  of  ferrets  (sightings, 
trenches,  tracks,  scats,  skulls,  etc.). 

MAY  AFFECT/NO  AFFECT  SITUATIONS 

The  four  alternatives  were  examined  for  any  impact  to  the  three  listed  species.  Positive  and  negative  potential  affects  were 
considered  for  both  the  given  individual  animal  and  for  its  total  populations.  Significance  of  the  affect  was  a  factor;  i.e., 
if  the  affect  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  the  species,  a  "no  affect"  designation  was  made.  A  "may  affect" 
designation  required  a  definite  and  significant  affect  to  either  an  individual  animal,  its  population  or  habitat. 

MANAGEMENT  GUIDANCE  COMMON  TO  ALL  ALTERNATIVES 

Regardless  of  the  alternative  selected,  any  subsequent  project  or  activity  will  be  individually  evaluated  for  impacts  to 
threatened  and  endangered  species  and  their  habitats,  as  required  by  the  ESA  (1973). 

NO  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE  fPROPOSED  ACTION-) 

Bald  Eagle 

This  alternative  amounts  to  continuing  management  as  existed  prior  to  WSA  designation;  that  is  the  management  which 
produced  the  existing  habitat  conditions.  Low  numbers  of  bald  eagles  could  be  expected  to  continue  to  occasionally  use 
the  Bitter  Creek  area  during  spring  and  fall  migrations.  Without  the  protection  of  wilderness  status,  the  unit  would  be 
open  to  land  uses,  such  as  mining  or  energy  development,  which  might  reduce  eagle  usage  through  increased  disturbance 
levels  or  habitat  alteration.  Presently,  there  are  no  known  plans  for  such  development.  Due  to  continued  unrestricted 
hunter  access,  deer  population  increases  would  be  less  or  slower  than  with  the  wilderness  alternatives  and,  therefore, 
available  carrion  would  remain  essentially  the  same  as  the  existing  situation. 

The  significance  of  these  impacts  would  be  slight  because  the  area  is  probably  of  low  value  to  bald  eagles;  i.e.,  few  birds 
currently  use  the  WSA  In  addition,  any  individual  activity  proposed  for  public  lands  must  receive  at  least  an  environmental 
assessment  which  includes  compliance  with  ESA  and  any  surface  disturbing  activities  are  subject  to  a  host  of  protective 
stipulations.    As  an  example  of  the  type  of  stipulations  used,  the  following  applies  to  oil  and  gas  leases: 

ENDANGERED  OR  THREATENED  SPECIES  -  The  federal  surface  management  agency  is 
responsible  for  assuring  that  the  leased  land  is  examined  prior  to  undertaking  any  surface  disturbing 
activities  to  determine  affects  upon  any  plant  or  animal  species,  listed  or  proposed  for  leasing  as 
endangered  or  threatened,  or  their  habitats.  The  findings  of  this  examination  may  result  in  some 
restrictions  to  the  operator's  plans  or  even  disallow  use  and  occupancy  that  would  be  in  violation  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  by  detrimentally  affecting  endangered  or  threatened  species  or  their 
habitats. 

The  lessee/operator  may,  unless  notified  by  the  authorized  officer  of  the  surface  management  agency 
that  the  examination  is  not  necessary,  conduct  the  examination  on  the  leased  lands  at  his  discretion  and 
cost.  This  examination  must  be  done  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  a  qualified  resources  specialist 
approved  by  the  surface  management  agency.  An  acceptable  report  must  be  provided  to  the  surface 
management  agency  identifying  the  anticipated  affects  of  a  proposed  action  on  endangered  or  threatened. 

Variations  in  deer  carrion  is  a  questionable  impact  since  it  is  unclear  if  offal  or  winterkills  are  actually  attracting  bald  eagles 
or  if  the  birds  are  using  Bitter  Creek  for  some  other  reason.  Considering  that  it  is  low  value  eagle  habitat,  the  tentative 
and  indirect  nature  of  possible  impacts,  and  the  normal  review  process,  which  considers  impacts  to  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  continuation  of  normal  management  in  Bitter  Creek  would  likely  not  change  the  existing  situation  for 
bald  eagles.    No  affect  is  found  for  this  species  under  this  alternative. 
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Peregrine  Falcon 

The  birds  would  continue  to  occasionally  migrate  through  the  unit.  None  have  been  observed  within  the  WSA  and  it  is 
considered  low  value  habitat.  As  with  bald  eagles,  chances  for  disturbing  activities  in  the  area  are  greatest  in  this 
alternative,  but  since  very  few,  if  any,  birds  would  be  impacted  and  all  surface  disturbing  activities  are  reviewed  for  ESA 
compliance,  there  is  no  affect  for  peregrine  falcons. 

Black-Footed  Ferrets 

Again,  this  alternative  allows  the  most  opportunity  for  other  disturbing  land  uses  and  prairie  dog  control  would  be  easiest 
to  authorize  under  it.  Chances  are  presently  low  for  any  of  these  actions;  poisoning  may  occur  on  the  private  portion  but 
is  not  likely  to  be  permitted  on  the  BLM-administered  part  of  the  dog  town  due  to  the  lack  of  a  prairie  dog  resource  in 
north  Valley  County.  Standard  operating  procedure  dictates  that  any  prairie  dog  control  proposal  on  public  land  must 
have,  at  least,  an  EAR  which  includes  ESA  compliance  and  requires  an  intensive  survey  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  including  black-footed  ferrets  (BLM  1983).  These  considerations,  plus  a  dearth  of  evidence  that  any  ferrets  inhabit 
the  colony,  indicate  a  no  affect  for  this  species. 

ALL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 

Bald  Eagle 

This  is  the  most  favorable  alternative  for  the  eagles.  Disturbing  activities  would  not  be  authorized  other  than  those  caused 
by  man  afoot  or  on  horseback.  Deer  numbers  would  increase  and  probably  eventually  exceed,  or  further  exceed,  carrying 
capacity  on  the  winter  range.  If  deer  carrion  is  a  factor  in  eagle  occurrence  in  Bitter  Creek,  this  population  increase  would 
provide  more  food,  at  least  in  the  short  term.  Eventually,  the  deer  would  decline  in  numbers  after  carrying  capacity  is 
surpassed  and  carrion  amounts  would  then  also  go  down. 

This  scenario  would  probably  attract  only  a  few  more  eagles  and  the  impact  would  not  be  important  for  either  individuals 
or  the  species  as  a  whole.   There  would  be  no  affect  for  the  species  with  this  alternative. 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Peregrine  use  would  not  change  appreciably.  Lower  disturbance  levels  would  improve  the  habitat  within  the  WSA  but  not 
enough  to  overcome  the  lack  of  potential  eyries  and  prey  base.   This  alternative  would  have  no  affect. 

Black-Footed  Ferret 

The  prairie  dog  colony  would  be  more  secure  from  mining,  energy  development,  mechanical  range  improvement  treatments 
and  somewhat  more  secure  from  poisoning,  although  wilderness  status  may  not  prevent  use  of  toxicants.  Control  could 
still  take  place  on  the  private  portion  of  the  town,  unless  land  trades/acquisitions  were  made  to  gain  those  private  holdings. 
No  affect  is  the  designation  since  no  development  is  currently  planned,  no  prairie  dog  poisoning  on  public  lands  is  planned 
and  no  ferret  occurrence  is  suspected. 

BITTER  CREEK  EAST  ALTERNATIVE 

Bald  Eagle/Peregrine  Falcon 

The  impacts  would  be  the  same  for  these  species  as  in  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative  but  would  apply  to  a  smaller  area 
(39,950  acres  versus  59,660). 

Black-Footed  Ferret 

Since  the  prairie  dog  town  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  this  alternative,  the  affect  on  the  black-footed  ferret  is  the  same 
as  for  the  No  Wilderness  option. 

ENHANCED  WILDERNESS  MANAGEABILITY  ALTERNATIVE 

Bald  Eagle/Peregrine  Falcon/Black-Footed  Ferret 

The  situation  is  identical  to  the  Bitter  Creek  East  Alternative  except  that  the  acreage  is  less  (26,000  acres  versus  59,660 
acres). 

SUMMARY 

No  affect  was  found  for  all  three  species  on  all  four  alternatives. 
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INTERAGENCY  BLACK-FOOTED  FERRET  PRIORITY  AREAS 


Approximate  location  of  Bitter 
Creek  prairie  dog  town 


i.— 


OPTIONAL   FORM    NO.    10 

JULY    1973    EDITION 

GSA    FPMR    141    CFRI    101.11.6 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to    :  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement       date:  July  9,  1984 
Lewistown  District  Office,  Lewistown,  MT 

from  :  Acting  Field  Supervisor,  Endangered  Species,  Helena,  MT  (SE) 

subject:  Concurrence  of  No  Affect  on  the  Bitter  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  biological  assessment  and  your  "no  affect"  determination 
for  the  subject  project.  We  concur  with  your  "no  affect"  determination 
as  a  result  of  implementation  of  any  of  the  four  alternatives  described 
in  the  EIS  on  the  endangered  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  or  black- 
footed  ferret. 

We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  your  staff  in  completing  this  thorough  and 
well  organized  biological  assessment.  Thank  you  for  your  efforts  in 
meeting  our  joint  responsibilities  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Please  contact  us  again  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  on  this  and 
future  projects. 


cc:  Ecological  Services,  Billings,  MT 

BLM  State  Office,  Billings,  MT  ATTN: 


Dan  Hinkley,  Ray  Holm 


•ASSOC.-DM.  jOT* 

ADM'N.    _._.   RVP 
P/EA     mjJ^ 
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APPENDIX  3.4:  GEOLOGIC  FORMATIONS,  BITTER  CREEK  WSA 


SYSTEM 

SERIES 

SYMBOL 

FORMATION 

GENERAL  LITHOLOGIC  DESCRIPTION 

QUATERNARY 

Oa 

Alluvium 

TERTIARY 

Tfg 

Flaxville 

Alluvial  and  glacial  clay,  sand,  and  gravel 

w 
O 

u 

o 

< 

tt 
u 

OS 

u 

S 
(fa 

a 

Kfh 

Fox  Bills 

Sandstone;  conglomerate 

Kb 

Bearpaw  Shale 

Shale;  shale  and  sandstone;  conglomerate 

Kjr 

Judith  River 

Shale;  shale  and  sandstone;  sandstone  interbedded  with  shale;  conglomerate 

Kcl 

Claggett 

Shale;  shale  and  sandstone;  conglomerate 

Ke 

Eagle 

Shale;  sandstone;  conglomerate 

a 

< 
w 

8 

i 

o 
3 
o 
o 

Kul 

Telegraph 
Creek 

Shale 

Niobrara 

Shale;  shale  interbedded  with  limestone 

Carlile 

Shale;  sandstone  and  shale 

Greenhorn 

Shale;  limestone 

Belle  Pourche 

Shale;  sandstone 

OS 

u 

El 

Howry 

Shale 

Theraopolis 

Shale 

KJ 

Dakota 

Sandstone;  sandstone  and  shale 

Fuaon 

Sandstone  interbedded  with  shale;  shale 

Lakota 

Sandstone;  sandstone  Interbedded  with  shale 

u 

OS 

3 

OS 

u 

0t 
a, 

3 

Morrison 

Shale  and  sandstone 

Swift 

Sandstone;  sandstone  and  shale;  sandstone  interbedded  with  limestone 

Sundance 

Shale;  sandstone;  limestone 

LOWER 

Piper 

Shale;  sandstone;  shale  and  sandstone 

01 

«  u 

■fi 

Chugwater 

Limestone;  shale  and  sandstone;  anhydrite 

Dlnwoody 

Shale ;  sandstone ;  anhydrite 

PERMIAN 

PN 

Phoaphoria 

Chert;  limestone;  shale  and  sandstone;  sandstone  and  anhydrite 

1 

Tensleep 

Sandstone 

Aaaden 

Limestone  and  sandstone 

Tyler 

Sandstone;  sandstone  and  shale;  anhydritic  sandstone 

b 

5 

H 
W 
W 
M 
CO 
« 
M 
X 

Beath 

Shale 

Otter 

Anhydritic  shale 

Kibbey 

Sandstone 

Charlei 

Anhydritic  limestone 

Mission 
Canyon 

Limestone 

Lodgepole 

Limestone 

5 

z 

u 
B 

oe 

Bakken 

Sandstone;  sandstone  and  shale 

Three  Forks 

Dolomite;  limestone;  sandatone 

Bird  Bear 

Limestone 

Dupe row 

Limestone;  anhydrite 

Souris  River 

Dolomite;  sandstone;  anhydrite 

SILURIAN 

Interlake 

Dolomite 

ORDOVICIAN 

Bighorn 

Dolomite  interbedded  with  shale 

CAMBRIAN 

Emerson 

Limestone;  shale;  sandatone 

PRE CAMBRIAN 

p€j 

Quartzite  and  metamorphic 

Pe, 

Metamorphic  and  granite 
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APPENDIX  3.5: 
ALPHA-NUMERIC  RATING  SYSTEM 


Numerical  Classification  Scheme 


1.    The  geologic  environment  and  the 
inferred  geologic  processes  do  not  indicate 
favorability  for  accumulation  of  mineral 
resources. 


2.    The  geologic  environment  and  the 
inferred  geologic  processes  indicate  low 
favorability  for  accumulation  of  minerals 
resources. 


Letter  Classification  Scheme 
(Level  of  Confidence") 

A.  The  available  data  are  either  inusfficient 
and/or  cannot  be  considered  as  direct 
evidence  to  support  or  refute  the  possible 
existence  of  mineral  resources  within  the 
respective  area. 

B.  The  available  data  provide  indirect 
evidence,  to  support  or  refute  the  possible 
existence  of  mineral  resources. 


3.    The  geologic  environment,  the  inferred 
geologic  processes,  and  the  reported  mineral 
occurrences  indicate  moderate  favorability 
for  accumulation  of  mineral  resources. 


C.    The  available  data  provide  direct 
evidence,  but  are  quantitatively  minimal  to 
support  or  refute  the  possible  existence  of 
mineral  resources. 


4.    The  geologic  environment,  the  inferred 
geologic  processes,  the  reported  mineral 
occurrences,  the  known  mines  or  deposits 
indicate  high  favorability  for  accumunation 
of  mineral  resources. 


D.    The  available  data  provide  abundant 
direct  and  indirect  evidence  to  support  or 
refute  the  possible  existence  of  mineral 
resources. 
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APPENDIX  3.6:  STATE  ECOSYSTEM/LANDFORM 
REPRESENTATION  EXISTING  IN  STATUTORY  WILDERNESS 


A.      Fcosysten/ Land  form 

jro .                            Name  F.v  i  ■- 1  i  nr,    P'.'pr  ("■'■. 't  '!  i  fT1-    In    St.i  tutnrv   Wilderness 

"I.?'  A'TPS                              fJther    Acvtiry    Areas*                BLM   Areas    -    Oth-r    States             Other    Agency   Areas* 

So .    Acrci  AcrtMRp                 .'>  ;:"ni  ■■■        No .      Ar  reace          State            No .            Acreage          State        No .        Ac rci age 

Ba  i ley/  C rann 'Need  1 eera^s/ 

Kuchler    No.    57           Wheatgrnss                                   N/ \  K/A                      I'SIVS                1         ?.fl,RA7           N/A                  N/A.               N/A                  N/A               N/A           N/A 

P  .       F  c  o  s  y  s  t  e  m  /  La  n  d  f  n  r  n 

(io,                        Nane  Representations    in   '.'I  InVrm'KH   Pndtifu-d  by   ['resident   -  Pending   Before  Congress 

PI.M  Acres                              *"UVrr    .\r<'tvv    Ar'-as*                HI.M   Arras    -   Other    States             Other    Agency    Areas* 

:     .     WrvS  Ar-  riMpr                  A  ■■  •■-  >■         *'■> .      A'  !"'•  tf'           Mile             No .              Ar  feage           State        No .         Acrt';i)'f 

P.illev/  (!'.r, mm  'Need  ! errj -s 

Kuchler   No.    57          Vbeatgrass                                N    '  ''A                     NM"..<;            H      1*1, 4W          '7'A                 K/A              N/A                N/A              N/A          N/A 


C  .      Fcosvs  rem  'Land  tern 


I'ol'-n  :  i  1 1     S  .iir i-'"--    of     f"pri    ;--n  l  a !  I  nns 


"I,"   '..'SAs  Other    Agon<  y   USAs* 

I  [strict  *•"■'  ■  A'-  rea  Re  Av.rncy         Region ,    Park ,    Re  f  uge  No .       Arrr-ij* 

Pa  I  ley/  Ur.i-r  I.*  wKt^vn  "■  "^ /.*-■) 

Kuchler  Needier  r;  s  '  "i  !i-«  CI  tv  '       "','V>  N/A  N/A  N/A       N/A 

Nn.    ^7  Vh.\uv,r  i**)  it  te  i  5 ,9r*i 

♦Includes   areas    ad-  i  n  i  stered    b\    if*.'    Stilt1    -f   tfUde  rnesy « 

:  ATinrAL    FC'iSVSTF".  LA.'  '  !"PM    'TI'Kr'SFNTA";  If  ■: 

A  .      <?ci>systcr<rLan  I'  ^r- 

»n,  '•,-,  ■''■';:■.*   r-pr-    -'iiiHt  I'.iiji    in   Statutory  wilderness 

<t.\>e  District  :  ;■  ■  A-- r -  tee  r . t  ■  <  L t-  Agency         Nn.  Acreage 

Pillev/  lira- i  'NVcd  leer  i-  s  ' 

ruehlir  No.    57         '.feci  emu*  N/A  N'A  N'A  N/A  "-...tana  IJSFVS  1  20,A47 

P.      Fcosy*  tea/ Land t>rfi 

jfo,  «;  ,-v  Representations    In   '-I  lclernc*s    I  nd-.rp  ■-  d    hy   President    -  Pfnd  I  nr,  Before  OngrfSH 

*t-ite  District  I"  .  Arrange  ('-ite  Agency  No.  Arreaj'/1 

P  u  lev/  rir  i-  i    Nee.'l.T.r.r  s/ 

Kuchler   >'o.    57  Wh*  iur.i«*  :    A  N/A  N '  \  N/A  "'.nana  USFWS  15  I61,'^f' 

C  .      Fcosyste-/Land  for™ 

*;0l   "  Nar-e  Location  or"   PIN  L'SA*   with   Potential   Representations 

State  District  F'timher    of    Areas  Acreage 

pailev/  ("Ira-a/ )  ood  Ic'ra***/  .".mtana  Lewlstown  5  7r),6R0 

Kuchler   No.    ^7  Wheatgrass  Miles   City  *  77,765 

Butte  1  5,92fi 

Location  of  other  Aivncy  with  Potentf  1 1  Represents,  t Ions* 
State  District  [.'umber  of  Area^  Acreage 


D.   Fcosyster  'Land  forn 


Bailey/  Crana/Need !•  grass/ 

Kuchler  No.  57     Wheat  grass  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A 

♦Includes  areas  administered  by  the  State  as  Wilderness- 
Source:   PLM,  1981 


141 


maa^amaa^m^a^^^ 


APPENDIX  4.1: 

METHODOLOGY  USED  TO  ASSESS 

RANCH  RELATED  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 


The  ranch  related  economic  impacts  include  the  major  impacts  identified  through  scoping  and 
public  input  and  those  identified  by  Leroy  Luft,  Agricultural  Management  and  Economic 
Consulting  (AMEC)  (1982).  Luft  assessed  the  impacts  of  wilderness  designation  on  ranch 
management  costs  and  ranch  loan  and  sale  values.  These  impacts  include  increased  costs  due  to 
limitations  on  vehicle  way  use  and  potential  problems  arising  from  restrictions  on  water 
development  construction. 

Some  motor  vehicle  use  on  vehicle  ways  would  be  allowed  under  wilderness  designation.  For 
instance,  the  use  of  vehicles  for  hauling  in  bulls,  hauling  out  sick  animals,  etc.  would  continue. 
However,  most  of  these  activities  can  occur  outside  the  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  but  within 
the  allotments. 

The  following  analysis  will  assess  the  additional  cost  incurred  because  casual  vehicle  use  to  check 
cows,  water,  fences,  etc.  would  not  be  allowed.  The  methodology  used  is  based  on  AMEC's  (1982) 
study. 

The  additional  cost  to  check  cows  and  repair  fences  is  based  on  the  number  of  miles  of  fence  and 
vehicle  ways,  the  number  of  operators  and  the  substitution  of  horses  for  casual  vehicle  use  within 
the  WSA  Annual  vehicle  costs  are  estimated  to  be  about  $2  per  mile  of  fence  repaired  while  to 
cover  a  comparable  area  on  horseback  costs  $12  per  mile.  Agricultural  Management  and  Economic 
Consulting  (1982)  estimates  it  would  take  two  to  three  times  as  long  to  cover  an  area  on  horseback 
as  it  would  by  vehicle  and  vehicle  ways  would  be  used  two  times  per  month  for  six  months  to  check 
cows.  Table  1  lists  the  miles  of  fence  and  vehicle  ways  within  the  WSA  by  alternative  and  the 
additional  maintenance  expense  and  hours  of  labor  annually. 

Table  1 

Miles  of  fence  and  vehicle  ways 

and  additional  expense  and  hours  of  labor 

annually  by  alternative 


Miles  of 

Additional  Annual 

Alternative 

Fence 

Vehicle  Wavs 

Expense  ($V 

Labor  fhrs") 

Proposed  Action 

(No  Wilderness) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

All  Wilderness 

59.40 

19.5 

530 

640 

Bitter  Creek  East 

44.00 

12.5 

450 

460 

Enhanced 

25.25 

10.5 

360 

260 

^Excludes  additional  labor. 
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It  is  assumed  that  maintenance  on  range  improvements  would  continue  as  needed.  Most 
maintenance  can  be  accomplished  in  a  nonimpairing  manner  and  is  justifiable  for  resource 
protection  and  grazing  management.  However,  wilderness  designation  could  create  possible 
conflicts  with  the  location  of  new  water  development  and  maintenance  on  existing  improvements. 
Stress  associated  with  poor  water  distribution  and  trailing  long  distances  between  forage  and  water 
contributes  to  poor  conception  rates.  Maximum  livestock  conception  can  only  be  obtained  when 
both  forage  and  water  are  adequate. 
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APPENDIX  4.2: 
WILDERNESS  IMPACT  ON  LOAN  AND  SALE  VALUES 

The  impact  of  wilderness  designation  on  loan  and  sale  values  is  an  issue.  Agricultural  Management 
and  Economic  Consulting  (1982)  contacted  a  variety  of  people  concerninS  this  issue  and  found  that 
lenders  would  Place  a  lower  lending  value  on  an  operation  containing  wilderness. 

Lenders  would  also  restrict  the  length  of  the  loan  to  an  operator  with  designated  wilderness.  The 
potential  loss  in  loan  value  could  vary  from  a  20%  reduction  to  the  worst  case  situation  where 
none  of  the  BLM  grazing  in  wilderness  would  be  valued  for  loan  purposes.  The  potential  loss  in 
loan  value  is  shown  in  Table  2  by  alternative. 

The  assumptions  used  to  define  these  values  are: 

1.  a  partial  reduction  in  loan  value  (20%);  or 

2.  none  of  the  BLM  grazing  in  wilderness  would  be  valued  for  loan  purposes;  and 

3.  the  value  of  an  AU  (animal  unit)  on  BLM  administered  land  is  .6  that  of  a  deeded  AU 
for.lending  purposes.  With  a  deeded  AU  valued  at  $1,800,  a  BLM  leased  AU  has  a  loan  value 
of  $1,080  ($1,800  x  .6  =  $1,080). 

The  total  loss  in  value  by  alternative  was  calculated  as  follows:  the  total  AUMs  for  each 
alternative  are  divided  by  12  which  gives  the  number  of  AUs;  the  number  of  AUs  are  multiplied 
by  $1,080  and  this  equals  the  loan  value  of  BLM  grazing  by  alternative  (AUMs  divided  by  12  = 
AUs)  and    AUs  x  $1,080  =  loan  value). 

This  loss  of  loan  value  is  considered  short  term.  After  several  years  without  a  change  in  livestock 
use  levels,  lenders  would  probably  be  more  willing  to  value  BLM  grazing  permits  in  wilderness 
areas  for  lending  purposes.  The  potential  loss  of  loan  value  is  shown  by  alternative  not  operator, 
since  BLM  has  no  data  on  the  lendability  of  individual  operators.  The  impact  of  these  dollar  values 
on  operators  would  vary  with  their  dependency  on  WSA  grazing. 

Almost  no  information  on  the  impact  of  wilderness  designation  on  sale  value  was  available. 
Agricultural  Management  and  Economic  Consulting  (AMEC)  (1982)  found  that  it  is  probable  that 
wilderness  designation  would  give  potential  buyers  concern.  Land  values  may  be  lower  for  ranch 
operations  with  potential  wilderness  when  compared  to  similar  units  without.  The  cumulative 
impacts  of  increased  costs  and  reduced  loan  value  are  difficult  to  assess  because  they  depend  upon 
the  specific  financial  situation  of  the  individual  operators. 
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Table  2 

Range  in  Potential  Loss  in  Ranch 

Loan  Value  by  Alternative 


Range  of  Potential  Loss 

Alternative  in  Loan  Value  &LQQQ) 
Proposed  Action 

(No  Wilderness)  0 

All  Wilderness  132-659 

East  84-421 

Enhanced  54-269 

7  Assumes  a  partial  reduction  in  loan  value  of  20%  and  a  total  reduction  in  loan  value. 
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GLOSSARY 


ACCELERATED  EROSION.  Erosion  increased  by  human 
activities;  also  see  "Natural  Geologic  Erosion." 

ALLOTMENT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (AMP).  A  written 
program  of  livestock  grazing  management,  including 
supportive  measures,  if  required,  designed  to  attain 
specific  management  goals  in  a  grazing  allotment. 

ANIMAL  UNIT  MONTH  (AUM).  A  standardized  unit  of 
measurement  of  the  amount  of  forage  necessary  for  the 
complete  subsistence  of  one  animal  unit  (one  cow  or 
one  horse  or  five  sheep,  all  over  six  months  old)  for  one 
month. 

BAILY-KUCHLER  SYSTEM.  A  classification  system  that 
divides  the  United  States  into  ecosystems  based  on 
climate,  vegetation,  soils  and  landform. 

CHERRY-STEMMED  ROAD.  A  road  that  enters  but 
doesn't  pass  completely  through  a  wilderness  study 
area. 

CHISELING.  Breaking  or  loosening  the  soil,  without 
inversion,  with  a  chisel  cultivator  or  chisel  plow.  A 
practice  used  in  grasslands  having  rhizomatous  spe- 
cies. 

CULTURAL  SITE.  Any  location  that  includes  prehistoric 
and/or  historic  evidence  of  human  use. 

ECOSYSTEM.  An  ecological  community  together  with  its 
physical  environment.  Its  functioning  involves  the 
circulation  of  matter  and  energy  between  organisms 
and  their  environment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS).  A 
written  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the  environment  of 
a  proposed  project  or  action. 

FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT 
(FLPMA).  Public  Law  94-579,  October  21,  1976, 
referred  to  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  as  its 
"Organic  Act,"  which  provides  most  of  BLM's  legis- 
lated authority,  direction,  policy  and  basic  guidance. 

GRANDFATHERED  ACTIVITY.  Any  land-surface  dis- 
turbance or  alteration  that  occurred  in  a  wilderness 
study  area  before  passage  of  FLPMA  (see  above). 

HABITAT.  A  specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  sur- 
round a  species,  group  of  species  or  a  large  community. 
In  wildlife  management,  the  major  constituents  of 
habitat  are  considered  to  be  food,  water,  cover  and 
living  space. 

IMPAIR.  Causing  serious  adverse  impacts  on  wilderness 
values. 

INHOLDINGS.  State  or  privately-owned  lands  inside  a 
wilderness  study  area. 

INTERIM  MANAGEMENT  POLICY  (IMP).  A  BLM  doc- 
ument which  defines  the  policy  for  management  of 
wilderness  study  areas  until  a  final  determination  on 
wilderness  designation  is  made  by  Congress. 

KNOWN  GEOLOGIC  STRUCTURE  (KGS).  Areas  known 
to  contain  producible  oil  and  gas  deposits. 


LAND  UTILIZATION  (LU)  LANDS.  Land  reacquired  and 
managed  by  BLM  through  the  Bankhead  Jones  Act  of 
1937. 

LEASABLE  MINERALS.  Minerals  subject  to  lease  by  the 
Federal  Government,  including  oil,  gas  and  coal. 

LIVESTOCK  SALES.  Receipts  from  the  sale  of  livestock 
and  livestock  products.  Livestock  sales  were  estimated 
at  $18.96/ AUM  (estimated  from  the  N.D.  Grazing  EIS 
Ranch  Budget  analysis). 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS.  Generally  the  metallic  miner- 
als subject  to  development  specified  in  the  Federal 
Mining  Law  of  1872. 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  (MFP).  A  plan- 
ning decision  document  that  establishes,  for  a  given 
planning  area,  land  use  allocations,  coordination 
guidelines  for  multiple  use,  and  management  objec- 
tives to  be  achieved  for  each  class  of  land  use  protec- 
tion. It  is  the  BLM's  land  use  plan.  An  MFP  is  prepared 
in  three  steps:  (1)  resource  recommendations,  (2) 
impact  analysis  and  alternative  development,  and  (3) 
decision  making. 

MULTIPLE  USE.  Balanced  management  of  the  various 
surface  and  subsurface  resources,  without  permanent 
impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land  that  will 
best  meet  present  and  future  needs. 

NATURAL.  Refers  to  an  area  which  generally  appears  to 
have  been  affected  primarily  by  the  forces  of  nature 
with  the  imprint  of  man's  work  substantially  unno- 
ticeable. 

NATURAL  GEOLOGIC  EROSION.  The  wearing  away  of 
the  land's  surface  by  running  water,  wind,  ice  or  other 
geological  agents,  unaffected  by  human  activities. 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  (ORV).  Any  motorized  track  or 
wheeled  vehicle  designed  for  cross-country  travel  over 
any  type  of  natural  terrain. 

OUTSTANDING.  Standing  out  among  others  of  its  kind; 
conspicuous;  prominent;  or,  superior  to  others  of  its 
kind;  distinguished;  excellent. 

PERMIT  (GRAZING).  An  authorization  that  permits  the 
grazing  of  a  specified  number  and  head  of  livestock  on 
a  designated  area  of  BLM  lands  for  a  period  of  time, 
usually  not  more  than  one  year. 

PERMIT  VALUE.  The  market  value  of  a  BLM  grazing 
permit  which  is  often  included  in  the  overall  market 
value  of  the  ranch. 

PRE-FLPMA  LEASES.  Mineral  leases  issued  prior  to  pas- 
sage of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  October  21,  1976. 

POPULATION  CENTER.  An  SMSA  (see  below)  with  a 
population  of  100,000  or  more. 

POST-FLPMA  LEASES.  Mineral  leases  issued  after  pas- 
sage of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  October  21,  1976. 
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PRIMITIVE  RECREATION.  Nonmotorized  outdoor 
recreation  that  requires  undeveloped  areas  in  which  to 
take  place. 

PUBLIC  LANDS.  Any  land  and  interest  in  land  (outside  of 
Alaska)  owned  by  the  United  States  and  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  through  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management. 

RECREATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY.  Those  outdoor 
recreation  activities  which  offer  satisfaction  in  a  par- 
ticular physical,  social  and  management  setting.  In 
the  EIS  areas,  these  activities  are  primarily  hunting, 
fishing,  wildlife  viewing,  photography,  boating  and 
camping. 

SIMULTANEOUS  LEASING.  (OG  SIM).  Oil  and  gas 
estates  on  public  lands  leased  through  lottery-type 
drawings. 

SOLITUDE.  The  state  of  being  alone  or  remote  from  habi- 
tations; isolation  or  a  lonely,  unfrequented  or  secluded 
place. 

STANDARD  METROPOLITAN  STATISTICAL  AREA 
(SMSA).  A  county  containing  at  least  one  city  with 
50,000  inhabitants  plus  any  adjacent  urban  territory. 


TACK-ON.  Public  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 
but  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size  adjacent  to  other  public 
lands  designated  as  wilderness  or  being  studied  for 
such  designation. 

VEHICULAR  WAY.  A  trail  maintained  solely  by  the  pas- 
sage of  vehicles. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES.  The  land,  water,  vegetation  and 
animals  that  comprise  the  scenery  of  an  area. 

WILDERNESS  AREA.  An  area  formally  designated  by  an 
act  of  Congress  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System. 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT.  The  management  of 
human  use  and  influence  on  lands  which  have  been 
designated  by  an  Act  of  Congress  as  wilderness  areas. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  (WSA).  An  area  deter- 
mined to  have  wilderness  characteristics.  Study  areas 
will  be  subject  to  interdisciplinary  analysis  and  public 
comment  to  determine  wilderness  suitability.  Suitable 
areas  will  be  recommended  to  the  President  and  Con- 
gress for  wilderness  designation. 
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